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FD-263 (Rer. 5-1-59) 



FEDERAL. BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 



REPORTING OTFICK 

LAS VEGAS 


office of origin 

LAS VEGAS 


OAT* 

9/22/65 


INVESTIGATIVE PCfllOO 

6/8 - 9/20/65 


TITLE OF CASE 

MORRIS BARNEY DALITZ, aka 


RIFORTMADEIY 


TYFKO WY 

rmb 


CHARACTER OF CASE 
AR 



REFERENCE : 



Report of SAj 
Las Vegas* 



[dated 6/9/65, at 



- P - 



ENCLOSURES 



TO THE BUREAU (2) 

Original and one copy of letterhead memorandum 
characterizing informants utilized in instant report. 



LEADS 



LAS VEGAS DIVISION 

AT LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 

Will follow and report activities of subject. 



SPECIAL AGENT 

!N CHARGE 



(4$> Bureau (92-3068) 
2- Las Vegas (92-461) 



Agency 



Request Reed. 



Date Fwd. 



How Fwd. 



sum 



•cord of Attochod 



FW 









REC-21 








. J 

12 SEP 27 1965. 









Notations 




2- 



FD-2CN (Rev. -3*3-5 9) 4 

1 m UN* *£D STATES DEPARTMENT OF J, JtICE 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 



Copy toi 



Of: 




SA 

September 



Fi«ld Offic* File I; 92-461 

r 

Title: MORRIS BARNEY DALITZ 



Office Las Vegas, Nevada 



Bor.au File *: 92-3068 



Character: 



ANTI -RACKETEERING 



Synods: DALITZ is an executive and part-owner of the Desert 

Inn Hotel and Stardust Hotel, Las Vegas, Nevada, and 
he resides on the ground of the Desert Inn. He was in Europe 
during parts of July and August, 1965. Subject continuing to 
nd h is real esta te hold] 




DETAILS: 



ID 



- P - 



RESIDENCE AND EMPLOYMENT 




has advised on several occasions that when 
in Las Vegflti, Nevada, DALITZ resides at the Desert Inn Hotel 
or in a cottage located directly behind the hotel on the hotel 
grounds. 

He is president of the Desert Inn Operating Company 
and owner of 12.2 per cent of the company. He is also the 
president of Karat, Inc., operating company of the Stardust 
Hotel-Casino. He owns 22 per cent of Karat, Inc. 



This document contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the FBI. It Is the property of the FBI and is loaned to 
your agency; it and its contents are not to be distributed outs ids your agency, 



LV 92-461 



TRAVEL 




subject returned tcr Las V6gas after 
approximately one month* 




DALITZ visited in Spain and was in London, 
England. He returned from Europe on approximately August 6, 
1965. 



_ _ _ _ _ _ that following 

his return from Europe, DALITZ generally remained in the Las 
Vegas area except for brief visits to the La Costa Golf and 
Country Club in San Diego, California. 



GENERAL BUSINESS ACTIVITIES 



J p that after returning 

from Europ^^^june , 1965, DALITZ cleared customs through 



LV 92-461 



According to informant, DALITZ owns a substantial 
interest in the La Cost a Golf and Countr y Club located ne ar 
San Diego. California. 




that 



still owns 



subject at the Desert Inn Hotel, 



both associates of 




^ MORRIS KLEIN MAN is presently one~oJ 

principal owners of the Desert Inn Hotel and has been a 
close associate of DALITZ for many years. 



ASSOCIATES 




/ 



FD-323 (Rev. 1 1-29-61) 




ED STATES DEPARTMENT OF .'STICE 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Las Vegas, Nevada 
September 22, 1965 



Title MORRIS BARNEY DALITZ 



Character ANT I - RACKS TEERI NG 

Reference Reoor^of Special AgeqJ _ 
■ • dated and captione 




All sources (except any listed belov) whose identities 
are concealed in referenced communication have furnished reliable 
infonnation in the past. 



This document contain* neither rtcommtndatloni nor conclusion* of the FBI. It is ths property 
of the FBI and Is loaned to your agency; it and its contents are not to be distributed outside 
your agency. 



In Reply, Pimm Rdwm 
FiU JVo. 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 



FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Las Vegas, Nevada 



September 22, 1965 



MORRIS BARNEY DALITZ 
ANT I -RACKETEERING 



Reference is made to report of Special Agent j 
dated and captioned as above. 

Set forth below is a characterization of the 
informants utilized in referenced report. 




This document contains neither recommendations nor 
conclusions of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, It is 
the property of the Federal Bureau of Investigation and is 
loaned to your agency; it and its contents are not to be 
distributed outside your agency. 



o 
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1, IMS 



1 - Mr. Bolsoot 
.1 - Mr. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. Gals 
1 - InspootiOD Staff 
1 - Mr. McAndrm 
1 - Mr. Mohr 



rlj^tldiMM sir in 
I |ki< Nt 

BflBia bf nut 



******** 

Sir lug riM to tb« 
Mt«d is 
iUts*s sttorsoy. 



lUtut Mlroctor C. B. 

to b» w rfaia 




itt villi***. 




to l*for»*tio* *T*1 3*blo to this Boma, 
Foafm! 

la this ***o fey too IBZ 




0 



• 1 ™ pr« fls* ■• Yl**on 9 Jr. 
v flrtr isslsttst sttorsoy 

"=JWTI: Moo sooortndya- 1 ^ H. Q*X« /to Wr. 

caption, McA:fl*k ^ 
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***** 10/1/M, I 



MAV if 41 tftTlOM 



t?NlYED STATES GO\ . tNMENT 

Memorandum 



TO 



FROM 



Mr. Mohr 



C. D* De Loach 



DATE 




subject: DISCUSSION WITH THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 9/29/65 

^ INT^IATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CHIEFS OF POLICE 

" (j£&0 MCa TDALITZ - TAX FRAUD 

mwm^nv.'i CON rwN£t WAKENING OF REPORTERS DURING STEEL 

I saw Harold Reis, Executive Assistant to the Attorney GCneral, at 
11:00 a. m. this morning relative to the Attorney General accepting an invitation to 
speak before the International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) convention. I 
I outlined for Reis fully the fact that this was an attempt to take advantage of the 
Attorney General's position and prestige and that it seemed outrageous for a member^ 
of the Cabinet to be used in such a manner. I told him that the Director had turned ^ 
p down such an invitation and principally because the invitation had been exte nded only 
1 3 weeks before the convention was to take place^Reiswas fully advised of 
jj|tg- vicious remarks against the Director as well a^B | re marks concerninguS 
0" Uniform Crime Reporting program and the fact tBafJ ^had attempted to •freeze" 
the FBI out ef the police training field. ^ 

\ 

N 

The Attorney General called me at 2:00 p. m. and I was out of ihe J 
building. I called his office at approximately 3:20 p. m. and was told that he would]* ^ 
like for me to come over right away, r r- > jU- \ 

:• £&J Wk^Im L-. . TA,f. 

Upon seeing the Attorney Gen er; 





L 



1 - Mr. Belmont 1 - Mr. Casper 
1 - Mr. Gale 1 - Mr. Rosen 

nHs 1 - Mr. Jones 




Continued cm next page. . • • J I 





De Loach to Mohr memo, 9/29/65 

Re: Discussion with the Attorney General, 9/29/65 



_.. _ , _ I told 

I thought it would be bad to send anyone from the Justi ce Depart ment inasmuch 
as Tamm would consider this to be a sl ap at the Director. 





_ I told the Attorney General that I doubted this very seriously, however, 
we would oTcourse make a check regarding the matter. I told him that Hundley 
would be the principle source to make such a check inasmuch as I felt certain that 
considerable information concerning Dalitz had been sent to Hundley. I also men- 
tioned that it see med that Williams was more or less on a "fishing expedi»«g» " to 
ascertain facts. ' gy&miK9 ^^ M ^ jmsss ^ w - - ' -- 




Continued on next page. 



DeLoacfa to Mohr memo, t/*9/65 

Re: Discussion with the Attorney General, 9/29/65 



I told the Attorney General that we had already done this and that 
promised he would correct the record In the next edition of his bool 





cetved no 
ightened out. 



I told the\ Attorney GeneVal that to my knowledge . .. 

press inquiries thus tor; however, .the record certainly needed tA>e ..^^ 

I mentioned that the worst part of this entire matter was the fact that former Attorney 
General Kennedy had promised the Director that he would take full responsibility for 
this matter; yet, when Kennedy had been interviewed by reporters h e disclaimed that 
I responsibility and put the entire burden upon th 
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Continued on next page. 



|3 



i 



De Loach to Mohr memo, 9/29/65 

Re: Discussion with the Attorney General, 9/29/65 



The above matters were telephonically discussed with the Director 
following my return from the Attorney General's office. 

ACTION: 



(1) I will follow with Harold Reis concerning the Attorney General's 
proposed appearance before the International Association of Chiefs of Pglice. 




(2) We should carefully chec* with Jack Rosenthal the Attorney 
General's proposed remarks regardless of whether he or an Assistant Attqrney General, 
or anyone from the Department, makes a speech before the IACP. 



(3) The Special Investigative Division should carefully check regarding 
information sent to the Department concerning Moe Dalitz to ascertain if such informa- 
tion was obtained in a manner described by attorney Edward Bennett Williams. The 
major responsibility in this regard, of course, lies with the Organized Crime Section 
and the Tax Division of the Department. k j ^ a 

(4) In accordance with the Director's instructions, I will obtain from 
Bureau files the copy of the letter which the Director furnished to the late President 
Kennedy concerning the awakening of reporters during the steel price rise J^sue. 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 



TO 



FROM 



SUBJECT: 



Tioranaum 

Mr. Belmofa E 
J. H. Gale^A 

6) / 

■OS DAL IT Z 
TAX FRAUD 



date: October 1, 1965 





Id a memorandum Iron Mr. De Loach to Mr. Mohr dated 
September 29, 1965, the Director Instructed that the Special 
Investigative Divi sion promptly ascertain whether the lnfor 
r givinjtjjafl, to the , * 

TlWaaTedby I 



>y Dalitz»s attorney, Edward Bennett Williams. 



Lon 




ACTION 



< 



There is attached a letter to the Attorney Genera; 

indl( 



Eter 



tnsofar as this 
evidence is this case. 



feau- .knows, there is no tainted 



1 - Inspection Staff 

1 - Mr. He Andrews # 

I - Mr. Mohr JlcA:r*i (7) 

Enclosure - 



:r*^<7) 



;« 4 < ? CU1 




: O 



FBI CHICAGO ^ 
200 PH CST DEFERRED 11/19/6? PAJtf 
TO DIRECTOR (92-3068) 
FWW CHICAGO (92-410) IP 

MORRIS BARNEY DALITZ, AKAj AR. 



.Vr. M >r 



RE CHICAGO TEL TO LAS VEGAS NOVEMBER EIGHTEEN LAST, 
FOR INFO BUREAU, BUAGENTS WHILE AT O'HARE AIRPORT ON ANOTHER 
HATTER OBSERVED DALITZ AWAITING FLIGHT TO LAS VEGAS SEVEN P.M. 
NOVEMBER EIGHTEEN LAST. 




CUSTOMS WILL BE CONTACTED FOR FURTHER DETAILS AND LA S VEG AS 
WILL BE FURfltefr ADVISED, . AIR MAIL COPY LAS VEGAsT^ 



s 
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FEDERAL: BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 



REPORTING OFFICE 

LAS VEGAS 


OFFICE or ORIGIN 

LAS VEGAS 


DATE 

12/16/65 


INVESTIGATIVE PERIOO 

9/20/65 - 12/14/65 


TITLE OF CASE 

/ 1 

MORRIS BARNEY DALITZ, aka 

/ 


RETORT MADE »V 




TYPED BY 


CHARACTER OF CASE 
AR 



REFERENCE: 

Report of SPi ^jf^ ^^^^^^^ 9/22/65, at Las Vegas. 

- P - 

ENCLOSURES: TO THE BUREAU (2) 

Original and one copy of a letterhead memorandum 
characterizing informants utilized in instant report. 

LEADS: 



THE LAS VEGAS DIVISION 

AT LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 

Will follow and report activities of subject. 
ADMINISTRATIVE DATA: 



I 



SPECIAL AGENT 
IN CHARGE 



CaJ- Bureau (92-3068) ( 
3 - Las Vegas (92-461) 



9 AG MA 



destroyed 



DO NOT WRITE IN SPACES BELOW 



EC- 68 



I DEC 20 1965 



Ion Record of Attochod Roport 



Notations 



Agency 



Request Reed. 



Date Fwd. 



How Fwd. 





3-3-59) 



UNITflD STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUJJlCE 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 



Copy to; 



Rtportof: Wm^^M^^^MW omem Las Vegas, Nevada 

12/16/65 * 

Field Offlco FiU #: 92-461 Burooi* FiU ft 92-3068 

Titl€: MORRIS BARNEY DALITZ 



B"™*™ ANTI -RACKETEER ING 

Synop4,f * DALITZ is an executive and part owner of the Desert 

Inn and Stardust Hotels, Las Vegas, Nevada, and 
resides on the grounds of the Desert Inn Hotel. He has 
continued to travel extensively throughout the U.S. and 
Europe during recent months. Subject is president of the 
Stardust International Biceway, which ms recently completed 
in Las Vegas. Hems reportedly in contact iflth MEYER LANSKY 
and JOSEPH DOC STACKER, nationally-known hoodlums. Subject 
was indicted for income tax evasion in October, 1965. He 
entered a plea of not guilty. FBI Identification Record 
set forth. 

- P - 

DETAILS: 

RESIDENCE AND EMPLOYMENT 




'has advised on several occasions that when 
in Las Vegas, DALITZ resides at the Desert Inn Hotel or in 
a cottage located directly behind the hotel on the hotel 
grounds . 

He is president of the Desert Inn Operating Company, 
operators of the Desert Inn Hotel, and the owner of 12.2 
percent of the operating company. He is also the president of 
Karat, Inc., operating company of the Stardust Hotel, and he 
owns 22 percent of Karat, Inc. 



This document contain* neither recommendation* nor conclueione of the FBI. It la the property ol the FBI and le loaned to 
your agency; it and ite content* are not to be distributed outeide your agency. 
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COVER 



PAGE 



V 



LV 92-461 



TRAVEL 




this date 
the p 



from Europe where he had spent 
in the area of the Mediterranean 




ACTIVITIES 

*v „ * D ""tic 16 appeared in the September, 1965 issue of 
the Desert inn News, a monthly publication published by the 
Desert Inn Hotel. This article reflected that the Stardust 
international Raceway in Las Vegas was officially opened 
on September 21, 1965. Subject was identified in the article 
as being president of the Stardust Racing Association. 
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LV 92-461 




ASSOCIATES 



a a person pe xievi 
erved conferring 

fill of the abov^ nnea lnaiviauais are Known 
t to be close associates of MEYER LXtfSKY, 



71 nra 



F 

r 



by 



date info 
to be subject Jb 



at on this 

believed 




INDICTMENT EOR INCOME TAX EVASION 

Articles appearing in Las Vegas daily newspapers 
on October 14, 1965, reflected that on the previous day 
DALITZ had been indicted by a Federal Grand Jury in Los 
Angeles, California, along with ELI BOYER. Los Angeles 
accountant, for violation of income tax regulations. The 
indictment specifies they had attempted to evade and defer 
payment of a portion of DALITZ 1 income tax for the year 1959. 
They were charged specifically with declaring profits from 
a stock disposed of by DALITZ as a long term capital gain, 
rather than as ordinary income. 

DALITZ appeared in court in Los Angeles on November 1, 
1965, at which time he entered a plea of not guilty to the 
above charges. 

FBI IDENTIFICATION RECORD 

Following is the FBI Identification Record for 
DALITZ dated October 21, 1965: 
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2/ 



i 



LV 92-461 



FBI # 4 124 252 



CONTRIBUTOR NAME ARRESTED 

OF AND OR 

FINGERPRINTS NUMBER RECEIVED CHARGE DISPOSITION 



Army 



United States 
Marshal 
Reno Nevada 



United States 
Marshal 

Newark New jersey 

police Department 
Las Vegas Nevada 



Moe Barney 

Dalitz 

#15078140 

Moe Barney 

Dalitz 

#6720 



Moe Barney 

Dalitz 

#1945-A 

Moe Barney 

Dalitz 

#SA-510 



June 29, 
1942 



January 
8, 1952 



January 
II, 1952 



applicant 
finger- 
printed 
August 5, 
1954 



conspiracy 
to defraud 
and commit 
offenses 
against th? 



January 8, 
1952 releasee 
on $10,000 
bond retained 
at Newark Nej 



United States Jersey 
conspiracy 



Nevada Tax 
Commission 
Gambling Division 
Carson City Nevada 
(print returned) 

St Bu Sacramento 
Calif (prt ret) 



Deputy USM 

San Diego Calif 



Moe B, 
Dalitz 
#1357 



M.B. Dalitz 
#24664 



applicant 
print 
deceived 
July 21, 
1960 

appl FP 
12-23-64 



Company - Dept of A.B.C, 1350 Front Street 

San Diego 1 Calif 
Residence - Desert Inn Las Vegas 



Moe Barney 

Dalitz 

#18269 



10-14-65 



consp 

(income tax) 



- 4* - 



2i 



FD-323 {R#t. 1 1-29-61) 




In Reply, Pimm Rjw m 
FiUNa* 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Las Vegas, Nevada 
December 1$, 1965 



Title 



MORRIS BARNEY DALITZ 



k>7c 



Character 
Reference 



ANT I -RACKETEERING 



aDOve; 



pf Special Agent 
dated and capt 




All sources (except any listed below) whose identities 
are concealed in referenced communication have furnished reliable 
info nnat ion in the past. 



Jf h !^ d rm men J f 0r J tain V n * ith ~ recommendation, nor conclusion, ol the FBI. It 1. the property 
of the FBI and im loaned to your agency; n and its content, are not to be di.tributed out.lde 



your agency. 



In Reply, 
Film Nik 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Las Vegas, Nevada 
December 16, 1965 



MORRIS BARNEY DALITZ 
ANTI -RACKETEERING 



Referen ce is made to report of Special Ag« t 
dated and captioned as above. 

Set forth below is a characterization of the 
informants utilized in referenced report. 



This document contains neither recommendations nor 
conclusions of the FBI. It is the property of the FBI add 
is loaned to your agency; it and its contents are not to 
be distributed outside your agency. 
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J 



V r <Q 

y 



F B I 

Date: 



January 4, 1966 



Transmit the following in 
Via AIRTEL 



(Type in plaintext or code) 



AIRMAIL 



(Priority) 




I l,,r. T<Jsnn_. 




Mr.4f-.ic-n. 
Mr. Sullivan 
Mr. TavcL 



:Tr, TV.tter. 

: Mr. Wick 

-4 j Tele. Room__ 



TO 
FROM 



o 

MORRIS B. DALITZ 
AR 

(00: Las Vegas) 



DIRECTOR, FBI (92-3068) 
SAC, LAS VEGAS (92-461) (P) 



1 | Mis* Holme 
■ i-lMia» fiandy 





DALITZ and ELI BOTER were present in Federal Court, Las 
Vegas , Nevada on 12/27/65. They appeared pursuant to a summons 
issued 12/16/65. They were represented by retained counsel 
DAVID GOLDWATER, who moved for admission of BRUCE I. HOCHMAN of 
Los Angeles, California, to practice in Nevada for purposes of 
this case. The motion was granted. 

Over the Government's objections, the Court ordered 
that both defendants be released on their own recognizance 
instead of the $1,000 bond on which they had been held on the 
previous indictment in Los Angeles. 

The Court also granted defendants permission to file a 
motion to dismiss prior to filing of motion to suppress. 
The case was continued for entry of plea until March 14, 1966. 



advised. 



Las Vegas will follow this matter aid keep the Bureau 



- BUreau 

- Las Vegas 



(4r 



C. C Wick 



14 XI 1966 



i 



Approved: 

51 JAN 





1 4 1966 ial AQent in ^™ T v e 



Sent 



.M Per 




\ 



OPTIONAL FOMM NO W VOID- 10* -O 3 

MAY 1M3 KDlTtON 
AAA GO*. MO. NO. 0 



UNITED STATES GOV" ;NMENT * 

Memorandum 

TO : .^r.CT".:, (92-3068) date: 2/2S/66 



^^/s^C, Lr.S \\3S*S (92-461) (?) 
subject: • Ol.rS U-m'^V^LITZ, a 1 :* 



00 : "jas Vegas 

"r.closec: Tor tV ^o~ , pl?tlon of t'->e "Virea'i's fil^F i? 
a c Trent T^otcraph of aSo^o s'i'.jcct. TYI s p^ogra^'- wr.s 
taken in ?eM* , .!*».ry'i 1966. 





FD-263 S-l-59) 



FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 



REPOHTINC OFFICE 

LAS VEGAS . 


owotor origin 
LAS VEGAS 


DATS 

4/13/66 


INVESTIGATIVE PERIOD 

12/15/65 - 4/4/66 


TITLE OF CASE - 

f J 

MORRIS BARNEY DALITZ, aka 


REPORT MADE BY 




TYPED »Y 

a If 


CHARACTER OF CASE 



REFERENCE: 
Report of SAl 



12/16/65, at Las Vegas. 
- P - 

ENCLOSURES: TO THE BUREAU (2) 

Original and one copy of a letterhead memorandum 
characterizing informants utilized in instant report. 



LEADS: 

THE LAS VEGAS DIVISION 

AT LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 

Will follow and report activities of subject. 

ADMINISTRATIVE DATA: 
7 



APPROVED 



COPIES MADE: 




^2. 



SPECIAL AGENT 
IN CHARGE 



DO NOT WHITE IN SPACES BELOW 



4/- Bureau (92-3068) 
- Las Vegas (92-461) 



COPTES DESTROYED 

9 2o tar* 23 1972 



Agency 



DliMmifWti+nfitcord of Attached Report 

JZ^L 



Requemt Reed. 



Date Fwd. 



How Fwd, 



By 



i gecord oj 

Wir 



5 4 M AY h 1966 




LV 92-461 




- B* - 

COVER PAGE 



F;D-204 (R«t. 3-3-59) 



UN IZD STATES DEPARTMENT OF . ^TICE 
^ FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 



Copy roi 



6* 



Report off: 
Date: 

Ffoid Offieo Fflo it 
Trtlt: 




92-461 

MORRIS BARNEY DALIT Z 



OlReti L^ s Vegas, Nevada 



Bureau FiU It 92-3068 



Character; 



ANT I -RACKET BERING 



Synop*«: DALITZ is an executive and part owner of the Desert 

Inn ani Stardust Hotels, Las Vegas, Nevada, and 
resides on the grounds of the Desert Inn Hotel. He has continued 
to travel throughout the U. S. and Europe during recent months. 
Records, USDC, Las Vegas, reflect on 12/27/65 subject was 
present in court, and the court ordered a continuance for entry 
of plea until 3/14/66 regarding subject *s income tax evasion 
indictment. Identity of contacts set out # 



6» 



DETAILS: 



- P - 



RESIDENCE AND EMPLOYMENT 




cottage 



directly behind the hotel on the hotel grounds. 



He is president of the Desert Inn Operating Company, 
operators of the Desert Inn Hotel, and the owner of 12.2 percent 
of the operating company # He is also the preddent of Karat, 
Inc., operating company of the Stardust Hotel, and he owns 
22 percent of Karat, Inc. 



This document contains neither recommendation* nor conclusion* of the FBI. It Is the property of the FBI and ts loaned to 
your agency; It and Its contents are not to be distributed outside your agency. 



LV 92-461 



CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS 

The fl Las Vegas Review Journal 1 ' issue of December 17, 
1965, contained the following article: 

"Grand Jury Indicts Dalitz 

"The Federal Grand Jury indicted Las Vegas gambler 
Morris (Moe) Dalitz Thursday on charges of conspiring to 
evade income taxes, 

"DALITZ and Eli Boyer, a Los Angeles business man and 
a senior partner in a Southern California accounting firm, were 
accused of conspiring to obtain a special tax reduction by 
virtue of a fraudulent claim of long term capital gain on sale 
of 5,000 shares of stock in Turbo Dynamics Corp., of Nevada ♦ 

"Dalitz, president of the operating companies for the 
Desert Inn and Stardust Hotels, and Boyer were named in a 
similar Los Angeles indictment Oct. 13. 

"THEY PLEADED innocent to the California charge . 
They sought dismissal of the charge, a change of venue and a 
bill of particulars. " 




The San Diego Office advised by communication dated 
December 15, 1965, that^i^Iovember 17, 1965, Chief Deput^^^ 
Inited St ates Marsha l|^^^^^fc San Diego, advised SA jK^^^| 

that on 0ctoBI^T¥^to65, DALITZ, as MOE BAKnI^^^^ 

Lccompanied by his attorney, JACK DONNELLY, turned 
himself in to the United States Marshal's office. He was 
fingerprinted under United States Marshal number 18269, but 
was not phobgraphed as the United States Marshal's office has 
no facilities for taking photos. The chyj^e was reflected as 
conspiracy to violate income tax laws. J ■ advised that 
DALITZ was taken before United States (^HHffeioner ELMER 
ENSTROM, Jr. , on October 14, 1965, and was released on $1,000 
bond „ 



The records of the United States District Court (USDC) 
at Reno f Nevada, indicate under file number 13804 that MORRIS B. 
DALITZ and ELI BOYER are at liberty as of December 22, 1965, 
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and that a summons is to be issued and bail set at $1,000 
for each. The court also ordered that this case be given 
USDC, Las Vegas, Nevada, file number 1274. 

The records of the USDC, Las Vegas, file number 
1274, in the matter captioned United States v. MORRIS B. 
DALITZ, ELI BOYER, indicate that the defendants appeared 
in this court pursuant to a summons issued on December 16, 
1965, with retained counsel, DAVID GOLD WATER , who moved for 
admission of BRUCE I. HOCHMAN to practice for purposes of 
this case, and this motion was granted. (Both attorneys 
represent both defendants.) 

DALITZ indicated this to be his true name, is 
66 years old, and possessing a high school education. A 
copy of the indictment was served and a reading was waived. 
The court ordered a continuance for entry of plea until 
March 14, 1966, at 9:30 AM. 

BOYER indicated that this was his true name, and 
that he was 46 years old. He claimed a Bachelor of Science 
college degree. A copy of the indictment was served and a 
reading was waived. The court ordered a continuance until 
March 14, 1966, for entry of plea. 

Over the governments objection, the court ordered 
as to both defendants a motion for their own recognizance 
instead of bond of $1,000.00, and rather than transferring 
the bond from case number 1263, defendants are at liberty 
on their own recognizance and the bond in the other case will 
be exonerated. The court also ordered permission to file 
motion to dismiss prior to filing of motion to supress granted 
and also ordered any exhibits to any motions filed in file 
number 1263 may be withdrawn on request of counsel and 
attached to motions to be filed in this action. 
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The Miami Office of thw FBI advised the following 
by communication dated January 28, 1966; 




:tention. 

The following investigation was conducted by SA 



Review of current City Directory and Telephone 
Directory for the West Palm Beach, Florida, area on January 10, 
1966, as well as review of the records of the Palm Beach 
County Credit Bureau, the Palm Beach County Sheriff's Office, 
and the Police Department in West Palm Beach and the Police 
Department ii 
fo r subj ect , 




at>ouT mm, except 



On January 10 y 1965, M&&?^ Palm 
Beach, Florid^^P^^e Departm ci^ duvibe a ne is not familiar 
with the MhS^t^ DALITZ, nor does he associate the names 

with Pa 1iffi5553^^sKfia1d he does flsgnriil^ the name of 

but he knows nothing 
is a man of some wealth 
who travels in wealthy circles in the area. 




was seen wi 

of October 30, 1965. 



u^^^w, advised tha t the subject 
lesTngapaWi V9TfT on the weekend 
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that the 

presence of JAKE LAN SKY 



dvised 
ub in the 



and others. 



MISCELLANEOUS 



The Chicago Office of the FBI furnished the following 
information in communication dated December 29, 1965: 

Custom 1 s Agent, Chicago Office, who 
interviewW^fl^^W!W!!ref[ DALITZ at the time of his arrival in 

Chicago, fu rnished the f ollomiaflL Information on December 22, 
1965, to " " """ • 





The Chicago Custom's file number is CH 22-265. 
The following names and telephone numbers were found on a 
piece of paper in DALITZ 's possession; 




Also listed were the following banks and figures 
following every one: 



First National Bank 
Bank of Nevada 
Nevada Bank Commission 
Bank of Las Vegas 
Valley Bank 
Nevada State Bank 



13991.54 

25,000 

25,000 

28,154.76 

26,446.25 

£1,860,89 



State of Nevada driver's license MD 99122 issued 
January, 1965, to M0E B. DALITZ, Xas Vegas. 

passport number^ia^im issued July 5, 1961, to 

M0E BARNEY DALITZ. Ae^ 11 ^^©^^ 11 ^ 156 *^ that complete 
information regarding DAIJ^^^^ravel might be of interest 
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since be admitted making 13 trips at least into the United 
States since 1961, and he said his passport bore so many 
notations it was difficult to differentiate between them. 

He also had a business card from La Costa Country 
Club, Costa Del Mar Road, Carlsbad, California, MORRIS BARNEY 
DALITZ, 729-7111* A business card bearing the following: 

ADRIAN WILSON and Associates 

816 West 5th Street 

Los Angeles, California 

MA 6-8171, with a notation Aw Faia, 

Another business card of DOROTHY SOLOMON 

71-75 New Oxford Street 

London 

WCI 

telephone Temple Bar 1801/5 



"Crown album number B338" 
appear on a slip of paper with no known significance. 



4-T80 (R*v. 1J-H-M) XXXXXX 

xxxxxx 

XXXXXX 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
FOIPA DELETED PAGE INFORMATION SHEET 



gfc, Page(s) withheld entirely at this location in the file. One or more of the following 
statements, where indicated, explain this deletion. 

9P Deletions were made pursuant to the exemptions indicated below with no segregable material 

available for release to you. 



Section 552 SggJifln 512% 



□ (b)(1) 


□ (bX7)(A) 


□ (d)(5) 


□ (b)(2) 


□ (bX7)(B) 


□ 0X2) 


□ (b)(3) 


□ (bX7)(C) 


□ (kXO 




Pi (b)(7)(D) 


□ (k)(2) 




SI (b)(7)(E) 


□ 00(3) 




□ (b)(7XF) 


□ (k)(4) 


□ (b)(4) 


□ (bX«) 


□ (k)(5) 


□ (b)(5) 


□ (b)(9) 


□ (k)(6) 


□ (b)(6) 




□ (k)(7) 



□ Information pertained only to a third party with no reference to you or the subject of your 
request. 

□ Information pertained only to a third party. Your name is listed in the title only. 

□ Documents originated with another Government agency(ies). These documents were referred 
to that agency(ies) for review and direct response to you. 

Pages contain information furnished by another Government agency(ies). You wili be 
advised by the FBI as to the releasability of this information following our consultation 
with the other agency(ies). 

__Page(s) withheld for the following reason(s): 



□ For your information: 



El The following number is to be used for reference regarding these pages: 
HQ 92 - 3068 -j^fe 



xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

X DELETED PAGE(S) X 

XXXXXX X NO DUPLICATION FEE X 

XXXXXX X FOR THIS PAGE X 

XXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 



LV 92-461 



• , Tb t Miani1 ^fice °* the FBI furnished the following 
information by communication dated February 15, 1966: 

ollowing investigation was conducted by SA 
at Miami, Florida: 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 



FEDERAL BUR EAU OF INTE STIGATION 



In Rmtty* Pimm Rt/er to 

nun* 



Las Vegas f Nevada 
April 13 , 1966 



Title 



MORRIS BARNEY DALITZ 




Character 



ANTI -RACKETEERING 



Reference 




ecial Agent f | 
dated and capTEJned 



All sources (except any listed belov) vhose identities 
are concealed in referenced communication have furnished reliable 
information in the past. 



This document contains neither recommendations nor conclusion* ol the FBI. It is the property 
ot the FBI and is loaned to your agency; it and its contents are not to be distributed ©utelde 
your agency. 




* * I * 

UKITED STATES DEPARTMENT OP JUSTICE 



FEDEBAL BCBEAU OF INVESTIGATION 



in Reply, Bme R^r to 



Las Vegas , Nevada 
April 13, 1966 




MORRIS BARNEY DALITZ 
ANTI -RACKETEERING 

ef ere nce is made to report of Special Agent 
dated and captioned as above. 



Set forth be Ion? is a characterization of the 
informants utilized in referenced report. 




This document contains neither recommendations nor 
conclusions of the FBI # It is the property of the FBI and is 
loaned to your agency; it -and its contents are not to be 
distributed outside your agency. 
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FEDERAL 3UREAU OF INVESTIGATION 



W W OWTING OFFICE 

LAS VEGAS 



IT1TUE Of CASE 



OFFICE OF ORIGIN 

LAS VEGAS 



DATE 

5/24/66 



INVESTIGATIVE PERIOD 

4/5/66 - 5/17/66 



a. 



MORRIS BARNEY DALITZ, aka 



4r 



REPORT MADE BY 



CHARACTER OF CASE 



ISL 



AR 



REFERENCE; 
Report of SA 



4/13/66, at Las Vegas. 
- p - 

ENCLOSURES: TO THE BUREAU (2) 

Original and one copy of a letterhead nemorandum 
characterizing informants utilized in instant report, 

LEADS: 

THE SAN DIEGO DIVISION 

AT SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 

Will identify I 
and conduct credit and criminal cnecKS regarding 
No interview being requested at this time. 




person. 



APPROVED 



FECIAL AGENT 
IN CHARGE 



> COPIES MADE: 



a 



- Bureau (92-3068) (£mr^) 
2 - San Diego (92-36) 
2 - Las Vegas (92-461) 



COPIES DESTROYED 
©25 MAY 23 1972 



DO NOT WRITE IN SPACES BELOW 



!I MAY 26 1966 



RE£S 



P1SSEM (NATION RECORD OF ATTACHED REPORT 



DOTATIONS' 



AGENCY 

REQUEST FECO. 

DATE rWD. 

MOW fWD 

SY_. 



Criminal 



*.« mymnknt mimtimk «mct l«— 76J24-] 



7 2 



LV 92-461 



THE LAS VEGAS DIVISION 

o*. AT LAS VEGAS, NEVADA * 
* Will follow and report activities of the subject, 
INFORMANTS: 
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UN £D STATES DEPARTMENT OF . *TICE 

^ - FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 



Copy to: 



Field Office File f: 
Title: 




92-461 

MORRIS BARNEY DALITZ 



Offices Las yegas, Nevada 

Bureou File *: 92-3068 



Oioroctcr: 



ANTI-RACKETEERING 



Synoptii 



The subject was in New York City during 3/66; in 
Tokyo, Japan, during 4/66; and Hong Kong, China, in 
5/66. Status of criminal proceedings for income tax evasion 
set out. 



- P - 



DETAILS: 



■mm 





- 










■■MgSLthat the subject 






H 










This document contains neither recommendation* nor conclusions of the FBI. It is the property of the FBI and is loaned to 
your agency; it and Its contents are not to be distributed outside your agency. 



r 




STATUS OF CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS 



The records of the U. S. District Court , Las Vegas, 
reflect that on April 14, 1966, in the case entitled U, S. vs. 
MORRIS B. DALITZ, ELI BOYJBR, Docket number 1274, that the 
defendants appeared in court with their retained attorney, 
DAVID GOLDWATER, and were at liberty on their own recognizance, 
and they each entered a plea of not guilty to all three counts 
of the indictment. The court ordered that the matter was to be 
continued to May 2, 1966. for hearing on defendants' motion to 
dismiss. The defendants* own recognizance were approved and 
continued* 



The records of the U, S. District Court also reflect 
in the case entitled U. S. vs. MGRRIS B. DALITZ, ELI BOYER , 
m Docket number 1263, that both defendants were present in the 

f" court on April 14 9 1966, and the government entered a motion 

$ to dismiss this case, which was superseded by case number 1274. 

y The court ordered this matter continued to May 2, 1966. The 

defendants 1 recognizance bonds were approved and continued. 

t r The records of the U. S* District Court. Las Vegas. 

* Indicate lhat in the case ' entitled U. S. vs. MORRIS B. -DALITZ, 

J- ELI BOYER, Docket number 1263 (avoiding income tax) that the 

1 Indictment was dismissed in this case on motion made by 

? Special Assistant United States Attorney MICHAEL DE FEO. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Las Vegas , Vevada 

Kay 24, 1966 



MORRIS BARNEY DALITZ 
ANTI-RACKOTEERING 



eference Is made to report of Special Agent 
K dated and captioned as above. 



Set fortb below Is a characterisation of tbe 
informants utilised in referenced report. 




This document contains neither recommendations 



nor conclusions of the FBI, It is the property of the 
FBI and is loaned to your agency; it and Its contents are 
not to be distributed outside your agency , 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Las Vepas, Nevada 
M „ to May 24, 1966 



L7C 



Title MORRIS BARNEY DALITZ 

Character ANTI-RACKETEERING 

Reference 



Renor^^^^peciai Agent v m 
■ m dated and captioned 



All sources (except any listed below) vhose identities 
are concealed in referenced communication have furnished reliable 
information in the past. 



This document contains neither recommendation* nor conclusions of the FBI. It is the property 
of the FBI and is loaned to your agency; it and Its contents are not to be distributed outside 
your agency. 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT ' 

Memorandum 

'■ ?53:?Jl J Bu?SiS d 5rfovesti g ation dat*: November 10, 1966 

4£j$, L. K. Bailey 
EEL; Departmental Attorney 
'■T/W'Tax Division, Department of Justice 



subject: MORRIS B. DALITZ 

ORGANIZED CRIME AND RACKETEERING 
CASES PENDING IN THE TAX DIVISION 



This will acknowledge receipt of the following: 

1. Four volumes of logs from the Desert Inn 
containing serials 1 through 727. 

November 10, 1966 ^jfasL*-*^ J^£<JUp 



o 




JsSa Buy US. Savings Bonds Regularly on the PayrollSavings Plan u D 



omoHAi k** mo. it 



•i* pnm mi cm hi-im t f 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 



mou 



subject: 



Mr. Fred Folsom 
Chief, Criminal Section 
Tax Division 
Department of Justice 

DESERT INN HOTEL 
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 



TO Thomas J. Mc Andrews 

* Federal Bureau of Investigation date: January 31, 



This will acknowledge receipt of the following 
airtels and logs concerning the Desert Inn: 

1, Two volumes of airtels from the Desert Inn 
containing serials 1-94. Copies numbered "2x M . 

2. Four volumes of logs from the Desert Inn 
containing serials 1 - 727, Copies numbered f, 2x". 




1 - Mr. DeLoach 

1 - Mr, Wick 

1 - Mr. Gale 

1 - Mr, Mc Andrews 

1 - Mr. P.J. Mohr 



September' 16, lte€ 




...... -now coW wfV^ 




5 

1 

3 



1M6, f 



ttfereace is ude to the Miorute dated September £l ( 

aaalataat Attorn*/ General Mitchell Mogovin, Tax 
Ml rial on, la which ho reeueeted information concerning our T o wo 
microphone coverage aeithajfcaort Ian, tho Mtarduet Motel, ?x ^ 
is B. Mailt* andf ■ Thia information is required^ — 

tor meeting tho 4»l«TBmat«iUoM 1a a aoUra for a oiH° 
Of /parjaculara, ohich la preliminary to a notion to oupproaa - 8 — v 

« v V 



. .4ge£e^he^eeert Ian 

L^C*> *o*H* »• Solita ul| I Thie 

J% C for' Mooting tha oof ea^affl^oatentloi 
w - ^.Of/pajGtJlcolarB, ohich ia preliminary w . 

^■oioonoo la tola easo. the felleolag laferaatio 
^•a^fthd la rfeepaaee to Sr. MetOTln T n inenlriea 



4> 



la aoTor hod aay microphone oo 
Mageiea, la hia reeldeaee or at hla 




o 




marophooa" eererage oas la off act at tho Sonar t Iaa 
ireh MS, IMS, to Jagaat IS, 1N3. 

la M. »elitxl 
[Tale alcrephoaV 







flag material, ohich con tela t 
• vara faraiahed to 
, wOloraeo, daring the : 



at tho 

tho ami tod •tatoo hUatrict Coart la 

trial no* hoariaga oa tho appeal la the Baby Moled extort! 
a copy •Kthie aatarlal mill he aade ariilable for poor rorlen. 

at tho Meoert lan Motel appeared la tho follooiag roper te. Cop las 

here affOTlennly hoea faraiahed to the Mope rta eat: 

J .E. Gale to DeLoach 
«i*« —(a g| NCfTE : SeeC*eid»ran>fum/dated 9-14-66, ^aame caption. PJM: 

bPJMtasnr*'** 



196& 




J. 



PE UNIT I 



ff rU f, IMS, at Ui VHu^t 





tad 

fttUta." 

A aapy •* ta*« raport 
mm* IB, AM. 



■ay §1, Ml, at laa%**a, M»tl 
Vaa tafanaaUaa afctala«4 t 
Aa Aaia wort 





itUl 



Ballta." 



*Oy II, at A*a Vaga*, aapt 

tb« Uf«rutUa aatalaad 





tUl 



aatad 

•alita.' 



iba 

1* 1 



Import af %telit Aarant 
Aacaat 10, INS, at laa Thu, «ip 
- lafonutiaa aatalaad 
is thla report 



••part af ^mUI 
••ptaabar U, ISM, at laa T*rr«,^a7 
BAlita." faa information tittlMd £ 

la taia 






• • f l it A* %mU1 A*ant 

•otaaar 1», AMI, at 1m Htu, 
iaioraatioa tkUiMd t; 




aatad 



■allta.' 




Wrwmbmr *a, IMS, at Ui Tafia, 
faa iafacmtlaa abUlMd f r aa ma 
Aa taAa raport ndir taa 



aajraay ftallta. 4 



Baaart af a>acl*l Aa* 
Jaaua*? II, lM3, itka V»c", 
faa iataraatlaa MUlMd from a 
Aa *Aia *aa*rt aaAar taa 




AaUta.' 



• t - 




»f Bpoalal Bgaat 
april 1, IMS, at us Tifu, aaptl 
f*a tafaraatlaB aatalaaa fraa wt 
la tala ta p a rt aaaar taa 




■ lUTMr BalltB. 




Boport af Special Afaat 
Jaaa It, IMS, at Ul VHU, BBpt 
faa lafamatlaa aatalaaa: fiwju 
la tala mart aaaar 




•apart af Bpaalal Agaat 
Bagoat 14, IMS, at Laa ftfu, #aj 
faa laf araatlaa attalaod fnnv 
1b tala raport 




ip Ballta. 



itad 

y§ laraay Ballta.' 



Bop 
la 



Boport at Ijaaelal acoat 
Baptaabar Bl, IMS, at Laa ?a*aa, 
laf oraatiaa aatalaed fraa ear 
la tala raport aaaar too 





Beport af Bpaclal Aaoat | 
S, IMS, at Laa Vecaa, 
Baa laf araatlaa eatafaed from aar eoafleaatlal 
la tala rapart 



taa 

laa Botal.** 



taa Botel.' 




Baport af Bp iota! Agaatl 
Barak 4, IMS, at Laa Teaae, eaptlBlBU 'JBJBifl JJB Botal 
faa laforaatloB eatalaed fraa aar aaafl aaatlal eererato 
-la tala vapart aaaar taa ' 

Bapart af Bpaclal Afoot ■ laatad 

Jaaa f, IMS, at Laa facta, eaatialei -aeeert !aa B»t«l . • 
faa laf araatlaa aatalaad f raa aa r aaaf 1 
la tala raport aaaar taa 




la aficat at taa BtaMast Botal 



fraa aVaa B7, 1MB. to Bagaet U, IMS. tkla mlaropaoa 
^ataUaa tarea** treepaee eaa waa aaaitere* La ear L« 



taa lata aaatalalag taa aaaalta af aar 
taa Btareaet Botal here prerleeely boos 

la aaaaaatlaa with taa Ma 



at 





•t 



m 

lafsrastisa 



MtolMd f 
la 



war tnf idaatlal 
fsllswlag rsssrts 



ftsysrt sf 
»0, IMS, »t i 
it, Ue.« fas 



fs>*tlal dgsat 




tsl, 



ntlsl 




U sastsabsr, lte5, «b»a Bdvard Bsaastt WlUlaas ladleatsd 
that tha sas* aftiMt Milts was kind mm. a tsshalsal nmllluof 
hy thm TBI, this amttsr was HmM ay fww wfflos with Mr, Bun4Uy 
sf tha srgaalasd Crlas ud iMkttMriac NotUa sf tb« awsartaeat 
whs mund this mi ahsslvtaly falsa. Kr. ■aadlay was swar* sf »/-' 
tha fact that this sas* agalast splits sad haysr was asrsUpsd sr t 
tataraal ftmaus fwrrlss aetata aassklag task assswats ssd r+oards 
•f ths dsf sadaats. 



> f BspartMsatal attsrasys wars thsisaighly 
•sawsrsaat with stir altrsphsns ssrsrage st ths Bsssrt las ss 
sarly ss March sf lies, whan s twwisw sf this ssvsraga sss 
aadartakan is ssaasstloa with ths trial sf ftuby Eolod in 9snrsr, 
Calsrsds. This Bspsrtasntsl rswlsw wss ssaductad srlor ts ths 
iadlstasat sf hsllts sad awyar la ths tax amttsr. 

fas amtsrlal ts ss rwriswsd is highly ■aaaitiws la 
awtars sad asrssaasl aaalgaad ts rswlsw this aatsrial ahsnld ss 
alsrtsd ts its highly ssaf Idsatlal aatars aad ths assssslty ts 
rsstrlst tlsssalaatlsa sf lafa mat las ssstslnsd tha rain, all 
awallaals sssarlty ssf sgsards ahssld ss affsrdsd it whan act 
astaally as lag wsd sy ths asslgnatsd awsartawntal attsrasys. 



1 • ths WmprnXj attsrasy 

i - «r. ftwd M. ttaasa, Jr. 



X - «r. mtshsU tassrla 



rsl 




* 4 



FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 



KEIWING OFFICE 

LAS VEGAS 


OFFICE OF OftlG IN 

LAS VEGAS 


DATE 

10/4/66 


INVCSTIOATIVE PERIOD 

5/17/6S - 9/28/66 


imi or case 

MORRIS BARNEY DALITZ, aka 


REPORT MADE BY 

_ gA^^^nn^Tra 




TYPED B 


CHARACTER OTZASt 

too 
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5/24/66, at Las Vegas. 



REFERENCE : 

Report of SAl 

- P - 

ENCLOSURES: TO THE BUREAU (2) 

Original and one copy of a letterhead memorandum 
characterizing informants utilized in instant report. 

LEADS : 

LAS VEGAS DIVISION 



AT LAS VEGAS. NEVADA 

Will follow and report activities of subject. 




year EX ! Yes \ 1 No; Pending prosecution over six months ( "' \ Yes Jj^j No 
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ADMINISTRATIVE : 

Investigative period extended over 45 days; 
however, case has been kept in current pending status 
through interoffice communications* 



INFORMANTS: 




- B* - 

COVER PAGE 



FD -204 (Rev. 3-3-59) 



1 ' J 
UNITtt) STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 



Copy to: 



Report of: 
Date: 




Field Office File *: 



Title 
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MORRIS BARNEY DALITZ 



Office. LAS VEGAS 



Bureau File *: 92-3068 



Character; 



ANT I -RACKETEERING 



Syrvopiw: 



Subject in France during May, 1966 and in 
England during September, 1966, Other travels 
set out. Status of criminal proceedings against su bject 
set ouf ^ =a>p ™ SKWS ™ ,M=Ma<a!Mra '* _ '^ — . — ■___«——_ 



DETAILS: 



- P - 



A. Travels 




This document contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the FBI. It is the property of the FBI and is 
your agency; it and its contents are not to be distributed outside your agency. 
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contains the following article captioned, "Tax Trial 
Dismissal Case of Dalitz Aired' 1 . 

"Federal Dist. Judge Roger D. Foley Jr. took 
under consideration yesterday a motion to dismiss conspiracy 
and tax evasion charges the Internal Revenue Service has 
brought against Desert Inn executive Korris (Moe) B. 
Dal itz . 

"Dalitz 1 Los Angeles attorney, Bruce I. Hochman, 
argued long for dismissal of the charges contained in a 
December, 1965 federal grand jury indictment that Dalitz 
had committed any act of conspiracy or evaded income tax 
on his 1959 return relating to a stock transaction. 

"According to the government, Dalitz assertedly 
reported he had purchased stock in the Thurbo-Dynamics 
Corp. in October, 1958 and reported on his 1959 return 
it was sold as a long-term gain at a profit of approximately 
$10,000. This, they say, is not ture, as the date of 
stock transaction was later then the October date and, 
therefore, the deal should have been reported as short-term 
and subject to ordinary income. 

\* %m "Asst. 0.8. Atty.* John C. Keeney said in 
court ^yesterday, this act wai one of conspiracy as well 
as one of tax evasion and revealment which are also 
contained in the three-count indictment. 

• . 

**: --: "Neither of the two defendants in the case, 
Dalitz, and his Los Angeles tax accountant, Eli Boyer^were 
in court. They h a< j formerly been excusedffrom appearing on 
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a «otion granted April 14. Their case was first put 

before the federal court in southern California, but 
Dalitz* attorneys, Bochman and David Goldwater, obtained 
a change of venue as Dal it z is a resident of Nevada. 

- F "Judge Foley gave no Indication when he would . 
pass ©a the mot ion. n 

• ; - - V * . 

The "Las Vegas 8un" issue of June 10, 1966 , 
contained the following article captioned, "Tax Evasion 
Charge Wont't Be Dropped" . 

"A move to dismiss charges of income tax 
evasion against Morris !, kioe n Dalitz was denied by U. S. 
District Judge Roger D. Foley here this week. 

"It was the second such motion denied to the 
veteran Las Vegas casino and hotelman, a key figure in 
operations of the Stardust and Desert Inn hotels. 

"Dalitz and his chief accountant, Eli Boyer, 
of Los Angeles, were named co-defendants in evading and 
conspiriftg :$o evade taxes on 5,000 shares of Turbo 
Dynamic Corporation stock bought in 1958 and subsequently 
sold, 

"The indictment accused Dalitz and Boyer of 
bonspiring to obtain a special tax reduction by making 
fraudulent claims on long term capital gains on the 
stock sale. The government charged the defendants 
were entitled only to short term gains but took capital 
gains in violation of the law. 

"Dalitz was held to answer by a Federal c * 
Grand Jury in Los Angeles. Trial will be hid in Las V^gas 
but a-j&ourt date has not been set. 

. "Dalita, €5, is formerly from Cleveland and. was 
one oi Jfche original founders of %he Desert Inn with 
Wilbur Clark." 
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The records of the United States District Court, 
Las Vegas, Nevada, indicate the following action in the 
case United States versus MORRIS B. DALITZ, ELI BOYER, 
No* 1274, before ROGER D. FOLEY, United States District 
Judge June 6, 1966 ♦ The defendants were not present In 
court but represented by BRUCE HOCHMAN of Los Angeles, 
California, J. A. DONNELLY of San Diego, California, and 
DAVID GOLD WATER of Las Vegas, Nevada. A hearing was iheld 
on defendant's motion to dismiss indictment. Arguments 
were heard and the case taken under submission. Special 
Assistant to the United States Attorney, MICHAEL DE FEO 
and JOHN KEENEY, U. S. Department of Justice, represetated 
the Government. 

On June 8, 1966, the records of the United 
States District Court, Las Vegas, Nevada, in the case 
entitled United States versus MORRIS B # DALITZ, ELI BOYER, 
No. 1274, indicated that the court ordered that the 
defendant's motion to dismiss was denied. 

The "Las Vegas Review Journal" issue of 
June 10, 1966 contains an article captioned, "Judge Denies 
Dalitz Plea. fT 

"Judge Roger D. Foley Jr. has denied Morris B. 
(Moe) Dalitz's plea for a dismissal of a federal grand 
jury indictment accusing him of income tax evasion. 

"The Judge ruled late Wednesday after taking 
the plea under advisement at the end of a hearing Monday, 
He did not elaborate with any opinion. 

"Dalitz, 66, president of the operating companies 
of the Desert Inn and Stardust hotels, and associate 
Eli Boyer, 46, of Los Angeles have pleaded innocent -to . 
the indictment. 

n A trial date probably will be set in the / . 
near future. 

"Returned he* Dec . 16, *he indictment accuses the 
two men of a conspiracy to evade payment on approximately 
$15,000 profit on a stock purchase and sale in 1958 
and 1959." « 
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The records of the United States District 
Court, Las Vegas, Hevada, as reviewed on September 19 f 
J.966 in the case entitled United States versus MORRIS B. 
DALITZ, ELI BOYER, No. 1274, indicates that the defendants 
were not present on this date; however, attorneys DAT ID 
GOLDWATJSR, BRUCE HOCHMAN, and J/ DONNELLY were present 
for the defendants m The court ordered that a hearing 
on defendants' motion for a bill of particulars was to be 
continued totil 1:30 Pii on September 28, 1966. 

The "Las Vegas Sun" issue of August 12, 1966 

contains a photograph of the subject and identifying 
caption stating that "Desert Inn executive Moe Dalitz 
arrives at Gaming Commission office hex? to testify 
as skimming probe continues. Many other hotel executives 
also have been invited to appear before the state body," 



D • Business Ventures 




The Los Angeles Division furnished the following 
information by communication dated September 27, 1966; 
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;auram 

.owing pertinent information was found: 




ADSL NASR ALLAH (ill NASJU) and UUHJSJll L. UUUUKbl kre partners 
and principals active in the Seven Seas Restaurant, 6904 
Hollywood Boulevard (HoJJJrwood) , Los Angeles, California. 
This establishment was described as a restaurant and bar 
having a liquor license in the name of a partnership and 
employing five persons* 




From 
[ng the 

State Cafe Restaurant in Milwaukee, Wisconsin. In 1955 
NASRALLAH purchased Ehik's Restaurant with captial from 
savings and his share of partnership which had been dis- 
continued. He later purchased the Ssquire Restaurant and 
had a $15,000 interest in Diamond Supermarket, Milwaukee, 
but was not a formal partner. He also reportedly owns 
real estate in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, valued in excess of 
$40,000 and encumbered less than $20,000, He maintained 
a prompt payment record and clear business record in 
Milwaukee. He moved to Los Angeles in 1960 and became 
active in the restaurant field. For a time he owned the 
Beach Chuck Restaurant, Los Angeles, which was sold to 
his brother • He was also sole owner of the Seven Seas 
Restaurant until a partnership was formed. 




iram 

boulevard in Los Angeles. In October, 1938, he 
purchased the 8even Seas Cafe for $4,000 — $2,000 cash and the 
balance in monthly payments. During the period 1938 to 
1948 he was sole owner of the following: 

Vagabond Isle Cafe, Summerset House, Baltimore 
Hotel Corporation, Las Vegas, Nevada; Westchester Hotel 
Apartments; and Bradley 5. and 10y Store, Los Angeles. In 
February, 1954, he sold for a reported consideration of 
$500,000. 
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BROOKS was sole owner of the Seven Seas Cafe until 
October, 1051, when he Bold to NASRALLAH. 



In January, 1951, BROOKS was indicted for federal 
Income-tax evasion by the Federal ; <5rand Jury on charges of 
evading total taxes of $21,215. ^hat was for 1945 when BROOKS 
J allegedly understated income from operations of the Seven 

r Seas-iCafe, On January 29, 1951, he pleaded not guilty and 

| on October 26, 1951 a verdict of guilty by jury was rendered 

f on both counts . On January 14, 1952 BROOKS was sentenced 

V* . • *. to two years probation and fined $5,000* The fine was 

paid off in 1957 at the rate of $1,000 monthly. On September 28, 

1951 BROOKS appeared at the same address filing notice 

of sale to J. C. BROOKS covering general license. During 

the period 1952 to 1953 he operated the Chianti Restaurant, 

Las Vegas, Nevada, As of April 4, 1954, the Seven Seas 

Cafe was acquired by the Amrose Corporat ion. On November 5, 

1954 BROOKS filed suit against THOfcAS P. AMROSE and the 

AilROSE Corporation for $18,649 and the appointing of a 

receiver. On November 1, 1954 a receiver was appointed 

and the receivership terminated on November 30, 1954. 

On December 9, 1954 a demurer was filed and all property 

returned to the defendant. During February, 1955, 

a suit was reinstated by ROY B. ALLEN, appointed as receiver. 

This business operated under receivership until November, 

1955, when it reverted to BROOKS, who then operated the 

business until selling to NASRALLAH. 



NASRALLAH is also a principal in Fi f s Enterprises 
which recently acquired a restaurant in Los Angeles doing 
business as The Bard. 




State of cax norma Aiconorteverages Control Board, 
North Vermont Avenue, Los Angeles, California, made " 
available the following information relative to BROOKS: 



i % The liquor license at the Seven Seas Restaurant, 

£ 6904 Hollywood Boulevard, was transfered from ROBERT BROOKS 

h to AD EL NASRALLAH on August 4, 1961 • As of July 26, 1961 BROOKS 

I resided at 1651 Hazlam Terrace, Lqs Angeles 46, California* 

I ■** it- s • • 

In an affidavit in support of Application for. 
* Alcoholic Beverage License dated October 23, 1963, the 

following was noted; 
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*■ ROBERT ly^BROOKS, 1851 Ha^lam yeyraP.e, T.as Antral , 1 AI. I 
telephone OL 2-0245, was described as being 52 years of age, 
born January 22, 1911. Macon , Georgia, 6\ 180 pounds, Aj \ , , 
gray hair, brown eyes, California driver's license Z 656406 ---^XJLL 
U. S. -Passport No. 1734769 dated July 26, 1959. BROOKS 
indicated that from 1962 to the date of this application he 
was vice president and treasurer of the Nichodell-Argle 
Restaurant, Inc., 1600 North Argyle, Hollywood, California. 
From 1938 to 1961 he had been sole owner of Seven Se*s 
Restaurant, 6904 Hollywood Boulevard. He indicated that 
he had been arrested in Los Angeles in 1933, no charge 
filed, and again in 1951 on a tax case, and that he had 




£. Miscellaneous 




received 

inioraai ion that MORRIS BARNEY DAL ITZ had returned to 
Las Vegas on or about May 22, 1966. 
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* a 



Of- 




England, and 



Informant stated then they traveled to London 



*\* wm? uuxteu ore axes. 
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* . The San Diego Office py communication dated 
July 44, 1966 furnished the following information: 

The folio 
Investigative Clerk 

AT SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 

On June 14, 1966, the records of the following 




A ion was conducted by 



agencies were chec 
id entifiab le with 
Calif or 




cord could be located 




Merchants Credit Association of San Diego 

San Diego Police Department 

San Diego County Sheriff's Office 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Las Vegas, Nevada 
October 4, 1966 



MORRIS BARNEY DALITZ 
ANT I -RACKETEERING 



ference is made to report of Special Agent 
dated and captioned as above. 



Set forth below is a characterization of the 
informants utilized in referenced report. 




This document contains neither recommendations 
nor conclusions of the FBI . It is the property of the 
FBI and is loaned to your agency; it and its contents are 

not to be distributed outside your agency. 
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Transmit the following in 
y Aq AIRTEL 



F B I 

Date: 



9/29/66 



(Type in plaintext or code) 
AIRMAIL 



(Priority) 



\ / V 



) 



TO: DIRECTOR, FBI 

FROM: SAC^LAS VEGAS (92-461) 

MORRIS BARNEt^DALITZ, aka 
AR 



P. 




Departmental Attorney MICHAEL DE FEO telephonically contacted me 
9/28/66, and advised that Judge ROGER T. FOLEY had ordered the 
government to answer certain questions in connection with the 
income tax case of MORRIS BARNEY DALITZ within 30 days from 
9/28/66. These questions were proposed by the attorneys for the 
defendants and are identical to the questions raised by the 
Supreme Court requiring answers by the government in the FRED 
BLACK case in Washington, D.C. 



Mr. DE FEO stated that other questions pertaining to the income 
tax case were also raised. - 



Mr. DE FEO, stated that it appeared to him thjt.t , the .Judge had made— 
up his mind before they appeared before him inasmuch as the 
Judge would not permit him to argue the matter before him. 

Mr. DE FEO stated the defendants r»e 30 days after the government 
answers the questions to file any motion to suppress. 

On 9/29/66, Mr. DE FEO sent to me copies of the questions ordered 
by the Judge to be answered by the federal government, two copies 
of which are being enclosed for the infer mat ion of the Bureau . 



The Bureau will be 

Bureau (Enc* - 2) (RM) 
1 - Las Vegas 



4 /V 



-^5 



DWE : jp 
(4) 



■HPtOLOSUBE ATTACHE 0 " ^ Bo OCT 1 1966 



ID C-JUTipR 



C V 



✓ ✓ 



Approved: 



_ Sent . 



1 ^ OCF zi]$g(t M Aoent in Charat 




1 I Jx-tnvli) Ifeat amount of income tax would b« and was 

2 emitted from the ltsa Federal iaeaM tax rttwn af defendant, iOWIS 



3 
4 
5 
6 

7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 



», MUTft, a* a aeeult of the alleged conspiracy? 

t'tnvlll) ttut w the nlot o£ the fivt thousand 
Turbo Dynamic* Corporation stock which were tha eobject 

ia) Oetabax 1, If Mr 
U) » .qsss t U, Ifrti 
4a) IscU I?, 
(nix) **t parsons directly aided ia representing 
that mammXB ». WOXTZ acquired the Turbo Dynamics Corporation stock 
an October 1, l»Sa? 

13 f j <xw) X»l*t all persons ptmmmnt at any meetings where- 

14 ' in the agreement in violation of 26 O.S.C. 7201 wi reached. 

15 ; Mmi) Xs ths Department of Rustics, or any of fice or 

16 ; officer thereof, im» of any slactzooic eavesdropping toy any 

j 

1? Government Agent fx cm January 1. 1*58, to tha present data, taking 



25 

26 

27 
28 

29 

30 

31 



18 i piece att 

19 U) The residence of aXI eOT*K> 

20 (b) The Los Angelas or Las Tegae offices of the 

21 1 accounting firm of Seman, Teller, aoyer and Goldberg r 

22 # (c) the aasidenca of MMUS »• MLXBi or 
■23 (d) Wilbur Clark's ftaeert lu? 
24 ; 4 1> xx tme asmx to tha preceding question, or 

any part thereof, is ia tha affirmative, abet kind of electronic 
ee»e«iUitij.|isj davlce was weed, and by *»t dovexoment Agency? 

u^nxiii) If tha ■■■mi to question Wi la In ths 
affinitive, state «be eetet Oar lag wfciah elettralc eavesdropping 
derrices were In wee in each place, to the present date. 

✓(jSKiv) If electronic eeveodro p ping devices were in 
i tad in response to the above questions, and each use has 
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- x tarminatad, by attoee order was the aavaadropplng terminated? 
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18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
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26 
27 
26 
29 
30 
31 
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iaotaUa- 

i? 

:iptJoa thereof . 



tapping dovleea bow aatlat? If la afeose paooao also »n «»ld 
sword lag «r tranecrlptloo? 

i^Unix) «bo participate in the obtaining and 
perpetretJUw of tb« UtonuUia obtained by see of the alaetxonle 



of 



✓fxl) «Mb did Ota Information eoneamlag the 
oloetxonlc onvoadxoppiag aarrleee at thoee plaeaa liatad In 
to «a*ation ml fizet eons into tha handa of any «ovaxiament lawyer? 
List the dumb of thoos lavyexe who have had poeeeeelon. or oxa 
in possession of mdh Information. 

iXxli) «Mt aaa was soda of information obtained 
through tha asa of electronic oavaadxopping devices In thla ease? 
. It ia psayed that this aotLom b. 

» wm* j». 1»M. , ' 

tted, 
J* A. 
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■JOCK X. BOCHNUi 

xia B. Dalits 
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BltOCX X. BOCHMAH 
Attorneys fox Sll toyar 
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Memorandum 
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TO 



Mr. DeLoach 



FROM J # H , (JaJ 




date November 9, 196 




Cqllah an 



■"UilJIIUIJ , — 

Conrod 



0 



subject MORRIS B . DALITZ 
DESERT INN 



/ 



/// 



STARDUST HOTEL AND CASINO f 
LA* VEGAS >. NEVADA f / 



f 



ELi'BOYER 



LAi 



ANGELES, CALIFORNIA, AND 
VEGAS, NEVADA 



v 




\ 



4? 



Departmental Attorney L. K, Bailey A hand carried to v 
Mr. McAndrews' Office in the Special Investigative Division a v 
copy of a proposed memorandum prepared in response to an order \ \j 
of the court?* supplying defendants certain particulars requested < 
in defendants' motion, for our review. No formal conununicationv* >* 
accompanied this memorandum. This is a tax case in which DalitzHV 
and Boyer have been charged with filing a false income tax return. 

Among those particulars to be furnished to the V 
defendants' counsel are ten additional overt acts, not stated J5.n y 
J?tbe original indictment, together with eight separate particular* 
^^oncerning strictly tax questions. ^ 

Of pertinence to the Bureau are particulars pertaining 
to electronic eavesdropping. These particulars relate totthe 
microphone within the executive offices of the Desert Inrfcjr date of 
installation of this microphone ; the length of its operation; the 
approval by the Director with Departmental authorization for its 
installation; that its operation was terminated on orders of the loc 
FBI Office In Las Vegas; that no specific statute or Executive Order 
was relied upon in the Installation of this microphone. The 
-Department states that "under 5 U.S.C. 300, the Attorney General 

oint officials for the detection and 
ainst the United States." 



'^has^ the authority to ap; 
prosecution of crimes a 



Enc 
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1 - Mr. DeLoach 
1 ^ Mr. Wick 
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MLwfeiATlOllCONT^ 
HEREIN 13 UNCLASSIFIED. 
DATEJMlaMY, 




I i 



/ 



Memorandum to Mr, De Loach 

Re: Morris B. Dalitz; Eli Boyer 



The court has asked the same question as the Supreme 
Court did in the Black case and the Department is using the 
same answer regarding the Bureau's general authorization. We 
do not subscribe to this version and have recommended that 
as in the Black case that the actual documents showing 
departmental authorization of use of microphones be filed with 
the Supreme Court in answer to this question. 

In the Black case we steadfastly maintained that 
the documents proving that authority for microphone coverage 
came from the Department and the Attorney General, should be 
filed with the Supreme Court, The Department did not do 
this. We are urging in the attached letter to the Department 
that the same position that we adopted in the Black case be 
followed in this manner, namely that the Evans to Belmont 
memorandum dated July 7, 1961, wherein the Attorney General 
recommended electronic surveillance; the August 17, 1961, 
memorandum signed by Kennedy authorizing us to utilize leased 
lines for microphone coverage in organized crime matters; 
the Bureau letter to Byron White dated May 4, 1961, which 
spelled out our microphone policy; and the Herbert J, Miller, Jr. 
letter to Senator Sam Ervin, Jr., dated May 25, 1961, showing 
Department knowledge of our microphones, all should be filed with 
the court. In this recommendation, we are therefore consistent 
with the position whbh we took in the Black case. 

The Department further sets out the manner in 
which conversations were monitored by Bureau personnel and 
subsequently placed on record. The names (23) of all Bureau 
personnel who participated in the obtaining and preparation of 
this information are set forth. One clerk has since resigned. 

The court has requested information concerning the 
date and identity as to when Department personnel became 
cognizant of the source in the Desert Inn. The Department has 
not as yet worked out their proposed response but will submit 
to Bureau for approval at a later date. 



Memorandum co Mr. De Loach 

Re: Morris B. Dalitz; Elt Boyer 



ACTION : 

Analysis of the Department's proposed response indicates 
that it is correct as to those answers pertaining to the mechanics 
of the installation. As noted, the Department's answer concerning 
the authorization coincides with that submitted in the Black case 
and to which we take exception. It is requested that the attached 
letter, which takes note of our exception to the answer regarding 
authorization, be approved and forwarded to the Department. This 
letter will further advise that the Department's answers are 
factually correct as they pertain to other matters concerning 
the Bureau's microphone coverage. 
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law orrtca or 
HOCHMAN AMD BALX1N 



EI 12 E D 

JUL 1 - 1966 



c Defendants, Morris B. 
Dalitx end Eli Boyer 



OUVXa 1, TRATL GUUC 



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEVADA 



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA/ 



Plaintiff, ) 

) 

v- ) 

) 

MORRIS B. DALITZ and ) 
ELI BOYER, ) 

Defendants. ) 

) 



No. 1274 

mrrTCfi or motion for 

RTTiTt Of EftKTICULftRS 



TO* UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AKD ITS COUNSEL, KICHAiJL DEFEO, 
ASSISTANT UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS- 

YOU, AND EACH OF YOU, PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on July 11, 
1966, at 10:00 A.M., or as soon thereafter as the Court's calendar 
permits, before the Honorable Roger D. Foley, Judge, United States^ 
District Court, defendants, MORRIS B. DALITZ and ELI BOYER, will , . 
move this Honorable Court to direct that plaintiff furnish 
defendants with a bill of particulars. 

DATED t June 29, 1966. 

; . DAVID GOLDWATER, J.A. DONNELLEY and 

BRUCE L0 HOCHMAN ■< — 

_ t - . DAVID GOLD W A' 

f BRUCE I. HOCHMAN 
Attorneys for Morris B. Dalitz 
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ATER 




DAVID GOLDWATER 



BRUCE I. HOCHMTiK 



f anucfi 1m HOCHMAN 



BRUCE X. HOCHMAN 
Attorneys for Bli Boyer 



-1- 



'.J " 



1 
£ 
Z 
4 
6 
6 
7 
6 
9 
10 
11 
.12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
26 
29 
30 
31 
32 



. . ^ A. 



J* 



LAW n» if>* Ckf 
HOCMMAN AMD SALK1N 



ftCVSftLV HltlA. CAUPQANtA 

—«» •■»••» CMfrmw »-ltl 



AtfwMji *— Defendants, Morris B. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEVADA 



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

Plaintiff, 

v- 



MORRXS B. DALITZ and 
ELI BOYER, 



Defendants. 



No. 1274 
H0TT0N FOR BILL 
OF PnKTICVLflRS 



COME NOW, the defendants, MORRIS B. DALITZ and ELI BUYER, 
through their counsel, DA VIP GOLDWATER, J. A. DONNELLEY' and BRUCE X. 
KQcmzx, and move this Court to request of the plaintiff a bill of 
particulars* 

ZN SUPPORT THEREOF, the defendants submits 

(1) That on October 13, 1965, an indictment was filed 
against the above-named defendants in the United States District 
Court for the Southern District of California, Central Division. 
Upon application of defendants, and by order of the Honorable E. 
Avery Crary, United States District Judge, said case was transferred 
to the United States District Court for the District of Nevada. 

(2) That the aforementioned indictment was subsequently 
dismissed by the Government; the above-named defendants were 
reindicted under an indictment filed on December 16, 1965, which 
indictment had previously been returned by the Grand Jury. 

(3) Oiat the ^indictment charges the defendants with " 
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conspiracy to commit an of fens* oz to defraud the United States 
under 18 U.S.C* 371, end more specifically, conspiracy to violate 
26 U.S.C. 7201, and with violations under 26 U.S.C. 7206(1) and 
26 U.S.C. 7206(2), i.e., the making of false statements. 

(4) That the indictment does not adequately advise the 
defendants of the basic elements of the alleged conspiracy, i.e., 
the content and scope of the agreement or scheme, criminal goals of 



that sen 



Particulars are 



and means of carrying out the sen en 
needed on these elements of the alleged crime ao that the defendants 
may adequately prepare a defense to this indictment. 

(5) That counsel for defendants have information which Jeads 
them to believe that there may be grounds for suppression of 
evidence based upon wire-tapping activities conducted by Government 
agents, the fruits of which may be used as evidence in this case. 
Counsel for defendants have little direct knowledge on this point, 
and therefore seek to ask preliminary questions which they deem to 
be proper in light of the recent Supreme Court order in the case of 
United States v. Fred B. Black, Jr. Further comment on this point 

is contained in the attached Memorandum of Law. Counsel suggest 
that these preliminary questions are proper in that they do not wish 
to bring a motion to suppress unless it is clearly established that 
there was improper conduct by Government agents which may have led 
to the discovery of evidence which will be offered during the trial 
of this case. 

(6) By reason of the foregoing, the defendants move this 
Court for a bill of particulars pursuant to Jtule 7(f) of the Federal 
ftules of Criminal Procedure, with respect to the following t 

. Xi) What was the actual scheme or agreement, listing 
all of its elements, which is the subject of this indictment? 

(ii) What was the specific object of the conspiracy 
which is the subject of this indictment? 

(ili) What means war* agreed upon at the time ot 
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entering into the conspiracy to accomplish the object of the 



conspiracy? 



into? 



the 



(iv> On what data was the alleged conspiracy entered 

(v) what overt acts were performed in furtherance of 

r, othar than thosa atatad in tha indictment? L/ " 7 ?*-^ 

:<-t Ktr/ 

(vi) Hhere and whan vera thosa acts parformed? 



(vii) Kara thara any co-conspirators othar than i/^J u 
MORRIS B. SALITZ and BLI 3CYZR? If so, what ara thair names? 

(viii) At tha time tha aliased conspiracy waa antarad 
into* was a data salected for tha aala of tha fiva thousand shares^, 
of Turbo Dynamics Corporation stock? If so, what data was salactad? 
By whom? 

(ix) At tha time tha alleged conspiracy was entered 
into, was a price selected at which the five thousand shares of 
Turbo Dynamics Corporation stock would be sold? If so, what price 



was selected? By whom? 

(x) From whom did MR. DALITZ acquire the fiva 
thousand shares of Turbo Dynamics Corporation stock? 

(xi) Who negotiated on behalf of the transferor, for 
the acquiaition of the Turbo Dynamics Corporation stock by MR. 
DAX»ITZ? 



(xii) who negotiated on behalf of the transferee for 
tha acquisition of the Turbo Dynamics Corporation stock by MR. £^ 
SALITZ? 



(xiii) What was the consideration, in a legal sense, 
for tha transfer of the Turbo Dynamics Corporation stock to MR. 

i 

(xiv) What personal services, if any, were performed 



DAXtXTZ? 



by MORRIS B. DALITS as consideration for tha receipt of Turbo 
Dynamics Corporation stock? . ^ * J 

(xv) With reference to"the precading question, when 
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laid personal services requested, and by whom? 

(xvi) Referring to the preceding two questions, when 
wri said parsonal ••rvices performed, and where? *— 

(xvii) Referring to the preceding three questions, 
what knowledge did ELI B0Y£R have of the information contained in 
answer to 

(xviii) What acts were performed by ZLI BOTE* for the 
purpose of aiding in the acquisition of the Turbo Dynamics 

(xix) What acts were performed by ELI BOYTR for the 



xeoge oia soxsk nave ot the information contained in 

said preceding three questions? f>r^-^-i- u j hx) ^..v 

t4i W,. , /, 



Corporation stock? 



purpose of aiding in the disposal of the Turbo Dynamics Corporation 
stock? ' 1 

(xx) Was taxable income required to be reported on 
the acquisition of the five thousand shares of Turbo Dynamics jti^-i+LJ 
Corporation stock, i.e., in 1958? If so, how much? 

(xxi) To whom were the shares of Turbo Dynamics 
Corporation stock sold on or about April 17, 1959? / j?^^* - r - 

(xxii) What was the tax basis of the five thousand 
shares of Turbo Dynamics Corporation stock sold on or about April 17, 



1959? 



/. 



(xxiii) How was the tax basis referred to in the 



preceding question computed, i.e., based upon what Internal Revenue 



Code Section and theory? 

(xxiv) What amount of taxable income would be and was 
omitted from the 1959 Federal income tax return of defendant, MORRIS 
B. DALITZ, as a result of the alleged conspiracy? * 

(xxv) What amount of income tax would be and was 

omitted from the 1959 Federal income tax return of defendant, MORRIS 

r / - > 

h. DALITZ, as a result of the alleged conspiracy? . ^ . - * 

(xxvi) What amount of taxable income would be and was 
omitted from the 1958 Federal income tax return of defendant, MORRIS 
B. DALITZ, as a result of the alleged conspiracy? ^ ^L^^ 
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(xxvii) What amount of income tax would be and was 
omitted from the 1958 Federal Income tax return of defendant, MORRIS 
B. DALITZ, ae a result of the alleged conspiracy? ^^T^i^ Jj ju .^ 

(xxviii) What was the value of the fiva thousand 
shares of Turbo Dynamics Corporation stock which war* the subject 
of the alleged conspiracy, on: 

(a) October 1, 1958; 

(b) December 16, 1958; 

(c) April 17, 1959? 

(xxix) What persons directly aided in representing 
that MORRIS B, DALXTZ acquired the Turbo Dynamics Corporation stock 
on October 1, 1958? ^ [ 

(xxx) List all persons present at any meetings where* 
in the agreement in violation of 26. U.S. C. 7201 was reached. 

(xxxi) Is the Department of Justice, or any office or 
officer thereof, aware of any electronic eavesdropping by any 
Government Agent from January 1, 1953, to the present date, talcing 
place at* 

(a) The residence of ELI BCYER; i* o 

(b) The Los Angeles or Las Vegas offices of the 
accounting firm of Zeman, Teller, Boyer and Goldberg; rf ° 

(c) The residence of BORRIS B. DALITS;- or H o 

(d) Wilbur Clark's Desert Inn? \ c < - ■ J 

(xxxii) If the answer to tha preceding question, or 
any part thereof, is in the affirmative, what kind of electronic 
eavesdropping dtvice was used, and by what Government Agency? 

{xxxii i) If the answer to question xxxi is in the 
affirmative, state the dates during which electronic eavesdropping 
devices were in use in each place, to the present date* 

(xxxiv) If electronic eavesdropping devices were in 
use as stated in response to tha above questions, and such use has 
ba*a terminated, by whose order was tha aavesdropping terminated? 

: . 
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(xxxv) what person or .parsons' author ised the tut of 
such electronic eavesdropping devices? 

<aoocvi) What Statute or Executive Order was relied 
upon in authorizing the use of electronic eavesdropping devices? 

(xxxvii) What is the date, or dates, of the installer 
tion of any electronic eavesdropping device referred to above? 

(xxxviii) Does a recording, or transcription thereof, 
of any conversation overheard through the use of electronic eaves- 
dropping devices now exist? If so, in whose possession is said 
recording or transcription? 

(xxxix) Who participated in the obtaining and 
perpetration. of the information obtained by use of the electronic 
devices? 

(xl) When did the information concerning the use of 
electronic eavesdropping devices at those places listed in answer 
to question xxxi first come into the hands of any Government lawyer? 
List the names of those lawyers who have had possession, or are now 
in possession of such information. 

(xli) What use was made of information obtained 
through the use of electronic eavesdropping devices in this case? 
WHEREFORE, it is prayed that this motion be granted. 
DATED: June 29, 1966. 

Respectfully submitted* 

DAVTD GOLDWATER, J. A* POMELLEY 
and BRUCE I. HC 



DAVID GOLDWATER 



BRUCE I. HOCHMAN 
Attorneys for Morris fi. Dalits 




BOCHMAT 



DAVID GOLDWATE 



By. 




BRUCJ5 X. HOCHMAtf 
Attorneys tot Eli Boyer 
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law orricn of 

HOCHMAN AHO SAUON 



• •TO Win mill S*ut*vA»o 
HILL*. CALI"CMN1A 



W Defendants. Morris B. 
Dalitx and £11 Boyer 



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEVADA 



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

MORRIS B. DALXTZ and 
ELI BOYER, 

Defendants. 



No. 1274 

MEMORANDUM OF UkW 
TN SUPPORT QP itfVTTm 

FOR HIM fif PftRTICPIiflRfi 



yew gpy^T flU^g 

Beginning July 1, 1966, Rule 7<f) of the Federal Rules of 
Criminal Procedure will read as follows: 

•The court may direct the filing of a bill 
of particulars. A motion for a bill of 
particulars may be made before arraignment 
or within ten days after arraignment or at 
such later time as the court may permit. A 
bill of particulars may be amended at any . 
time subject to such conditions as justice 
requires (39 F.R.D. 253, 254.) 

There are two major changes under the new rule. The rule 
no longer provides that a bill of particulars may be granted "for 
cause. • In stating the reason for the removal of said clause, the 
Advisory Committee's Note states: 
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•The amendment to the first sentence 
eliminating the requirement of a showing of 
cause is designed to encourage e more liberal 
attitude by the courts toward bills of 
particulars without talcing away the discration 
which courts must have in dealing with such 
notions in individual cases. For an illustra- 
tion of wise use of this discretion see the 
opinion by Justice Whittaker written when he 
was a district judge in United StfltCf? V, Smith. 
16 372 (W.D.Mo., 1954).- 39 F.R.D. 170. 

The second major change in the rule provides for the use of 
broader discretion on the Court's part as to whqn a bill of 
particulars may be granted. 

By order of the Supreme Court of the United States, 39 
F.R.D* 252, 276 , the amendments to the Rules of Criminal Procedure, 
•..•shall take affect on July 1/ 1966, and shall govern all criminal 
proceedings thereafter commenced and so far as just and' practicable 
all proceedings then pending." It is submitted that the revised 
Rule 7(f), providing for broad judicial discretion and permissive- 
ness in granting a bill of particulars, shall govern in this case. 

II 

Cflgg LAW 

As the Advisory Committee of the Judicial Conference of 
the United States has seen fit to cite the decision of Justice 
Whittaker in the case of United States v. Smith, supra ' certain 
passages of that decision, beginning at page 374 and continuing 
onto paga 375, are quoted below: 

•.♦♦Rule 7(f) necessarily presupposes an 
indictment or information good against a 
motion to quash or a demurrer. Its proper 
office 'is to furnish to the defendant jurtfrCI 

* > 
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Information respecting the charge stated in 
th* indictment when necessary to the preparation 
of his defense, and to avoid prejudicial surprise 
at the trial 1 , and when necessary for those pur** 
poses, is to be granted even though it requires 
'the furnishing of information which in other 
circumstances would not be required because 
evidentiary in nature •« end an accused is 
entitled to this 'as of right'. (Citations) 

♦ m m 

"Kor is it any answer to a motion for a bill of 
particulars for the government to say: 'The 
defendant knows what he did, and, therefore, has 
all the information necessary- 4 This argument 
could be valid only if the defendant be pj.e,s.uni&fl 

. # * to he p-uilty . For only if he is presumed guilty 

i 

could he know the facts and details of the crime. 
Instead of being presumed guilty, he is presumed 
to be innocent . Being presumed to be innocent, 
it must be assumed 'that he is ignorant of the 
facts on which the pleader founds his charges*. 
(Citations) This conclusion seems to me to be 
elementary, fundamental and inescapable* 
•Without definite specification of the time and 
place of commission of the overt acts complained 
of, and of the identity of the person or persons 
- dealt with, there may well be difficulty in pre- 
paring to meet the general charges of the infor- 
mation, and some danger of surprise.* (Emphasis 
per report) 

In the case of Bnitcfl StetfiS VyCovelll (at.D. 111., 1962) 
210 ?. Supp# 589i 590, a conspiracy case, tha Court atatedx 
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"The names and addresses of any co-conspirators 
who have became known to the Government since 
the indictment was returned should certainly be 
furnished (in a bill of particulars) . Any such 
co-conspirators occupy the same stance as a 
defendant named in the indictment, at least 
insofar as their identity and addresses are 
concerned, and the fact that they were not 
known at the time of the presentment before the 
grand jury is merely fortuitous and cannot be a 
basis for refusal to disclose. 
•The same principle applies to overt acts which 
could have been included in the indictment but 
were not and which the Government intends to 
present testimony about at the trial. If the 
requested particulars of these acts are not now 
disclosed, the Court will inevitably be met at 
the trial with a motion to strike or exclude on 
the ground of surprise. The Government cannot 
put the defendant in the position of disclosing 
certain overt acts through the indictment and 
withholding others subsequently discovered, all 
of which it intends to prove at the trial* This 
is the type of surprise a bill of particulars 
is designed to avoid* 

"As to other persons who may have been present 
at car tain conversations which form an important 
part of the Government's case, this information 
should also be furnished* Tne Government's con- 
tention that it is thereby compelled to put its 
entire case in the hands of the defense is un- 
warranted, since it will be remembered that the 

t 
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x ' Court refused to order disclosure of the 

Si substance of any of these corner iitiom \ ' 

3 111 Pn i tfti fitntr r i v Rftfr<»r Brush Cn^n^. (s.D.W.Y,, 

4 1961) 197 F. 6upp. 922, the Court first held that the defendant 
6 should be furnished with a bill of particulate defining the 

6 essential facte constituting the offense charged. The Court then 

7 analyzed an interesting contention of the defendant. Oie defendant 
a had requested a detailed statement of the dates upon which all of 
9 the alleged acts had occurred. The indictment raised a question as 

10 to whether or not the statute of limitations had run on prosecution 

11 of the offense- ttie Court, quoting sinm*r t,. tmit** 58 F.2d[ 
12 II 7 <» stated, at page 924: "A bill of particulars would have 

13 enabled the defendant on the one hand to prepare his defense, or, 

14 on the other, to BttflftK th<? inflirlT^rtf^ (Emphasis per report) 

15 m J?igj v. Er?n?rmr? (d.cn.y., 1959) 177 F. Supp, 106, 

16 reversed on other grounds 285 F. 2d 408, the Court held that the 

17 Government must -specify in what meaner it will claim the defendants' 

18 conspired to defeat the Governmental functions of the United States 

19 as charged. 

2° In U.S. y, IWJ> <D*C*N.Y., 1960) 26 F.R«D* 174, the Court 

21 held that in a conspiracy case, the Government would be compelled to 

22 .answer, but only approximately, defendant's request. for particulars 

23 as to the date when the defendant entered into the conspiracy, the 

24 situs of the conspiracy, and the date, time and place of the overt 

25 sets alleged. 

26 The Government in an income tax prosecution is required to 

27 I state in a bill of particulars the specific theories, or methods, 

28 or combinations thereof which were used to compute the defendant's 

29 taxable income for each of the years in question. 

30 P,S, v, fifTFOTI <1>-C. Wo-, 1963) 216 F. Supp. 871. Q jJ[^ ^UcXtJi 

31 JUi V, mteUJ p.CN.Y., 1957) 20 180. , n 

32 y,S, V. fifiUflr (D*C.N.Y., 1958) 163 F. Supp. 502 . 
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PiSi v. ffhrplnnfl (D.C. Pa., i960) 25 ?.B*D. 461. 
On June 14, 1966, the Los Angelas Times carried en erticle 
describing the Order of the Supreme Court, dated June 13, 1966, in 
the ceee of United fiiatfig Erfifl alar*. Jr. Said Order was 
directed at the P.B.J, and Justice Department, and required that 
they disclose the following information pertaining to the "bugging" 
of Mr* Black's office: The kind of bugging used by the F.B.I. ; the 
person or persons who authorized its installation; the statute or 
executive order relied upon; date or dates of installation; whether 
there exists a recording of conversations overheard? when informa- 
tion concerning the bugging of Mr. Black came into the hands of any 
Government lawyer, and the names of those lawyers; end the use made 
of information obtained through bugging in the case before the Court 
Counsel are attempting to obtain copies of this Order, and they will 
be forwarded to the Court as soon as obtained. 

Defendants suggest that they are entitled to the above 
information in order to lay a foundation for a motion to suppress, 
should the bill of particulars disclose electronic eavesdropping 
which may have yielded evidence to be offered during the trial of 
this matter, or which provided leads to evidence. Should there in 
fact be no electronic eavesdropping, the answers requested herein 
will indicate that point, and defendants will thereby be relieved 
from the useless procedural step of bringing a motion to suppress; 
the Government will also be benefited in that many of its employees 
will be freed from the onerous burden of appearing under subpoena 
during the bearing of a motion to suppress; and the Court will not 
be burdened with an unnecessary proceeding which could be lengthy. 

The case of onitgd states v. Linshitz (E.D.S.Y., 1957) 150 
P. Supp. 321, 322, discusses the propriety of requesting information 
relating to suppression through the procedural device of requesting 
a bill of particulars under Bale 7(f)* 

•Since evidence relating to sales to the three 
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South African concerns has been suppressed, 
it becomes particularly Important that the 
defendant, in the preparation of his defense, 
know specifically what unreported sales the 
Government will rely on in the prosecution of 
the case. The fact that the Government may, 
as it claims, be required thereby to disclose * 
some of its evidence is not* in and of itself, 
a ground for the denial thereof, if the 
information sought is necessary, as I believe 
■ it is, to enable the defendant to prepare his 
defense. United Ssajfcgs v. Ksssler, D-C., 43 
P. Supp. 408. 

•But there is still another reason why the 
defendant should have such information* In 
view of the order of suppression herein, he 
should have an opportunity to be prepared to 
show at the trial, if it be so, that the 
evidence of unreported sales to be offered by* 
the Government was obtained directly or 
derivatively from the evidence heretofore 
suppressed. " 

Since a motion to suppxesu and a ^bill of particulars are 
both, in reality* procedural means for obtaining discovery prior to 
trial in a Federal criminal case, it is procedurally more expedient 
to lay foundation for a motion to suppress through a bill of partic- 
ulars, *nd then bring said motion to suppress should such action be 
indicated by the Government 1 ! response to the bill of particulars. 

DATED x June 29, 1966. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DAVID GOLDWATER, J. A. DONN E L L EY 
and 



By. 



1 BRUpE X. B0OHM#& 



DAVID OOLDWATEJl 
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BRUCE I. HOCHMAN 
Attorney* for Morris B. Dalits 



DAVID GOLD WATER and BRUCE I. HOCHMA I 




DAVID GOLD WATER 



BRUCE I. HOCHMAN 
Attorney* fox BXi Boy«x 
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AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING 



STATE OF NEVADA ) 

COUNTY OF CLARK j "* 

NANCY TUMBLESON. being first duly sworn/ deposes and say*: 

That, on the 1st day of July, 1966, she deposited in the U. S. Post 

Office at Las Vegas, Nevada, one (1) sealed envelope, in which was contained 

a copy of the foregoing NOTICE OF MOTION FOR BILL OF PARTICULARS, 

MOTION FOR BILL OF PARTICULARS, and MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN 

SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR BILL OF PARTICULARS, postage prepaid thereon; 

that said sealed envelope was addressed as follows; 

MICHAEL DE FEO, Esq. 
Assistant United States Attorney 
Post Office Building 
Las Vegas, Nevada 




SUBSCRIBED and SWORN to before 
me this 1st day of July, 1966. 



huuic, uiark uounty, Nevada 



2AN£ C MlTCHSM 
NOTARY PUSUC 




MEMORANDUM IN RESPONSE TO AN 

ORDER OF THE COURT SUPPLYING 
DEFENDANTS CERTAIN PARTICULARS 
REQUESTED IN DEFENDANTS* MOTION 

The following particulars are furnished pursuant to the Order 

of the Court: 

V. Overt acta not stated in indictment 

1. Defendant Boyer in Los Angeles, California, caused the assign* 
TOCTt of 5, 000 shares of Turbo* Dynamics Corporation from American 

< Metal Alloys, Inc. , to Morris B. Dalitz on or about December 17, 

1958, falsely dating said assignment aa October 1, 1958. 

2. In November, 1958, defendant Boyer had conversations with 
J. A. Garcia and James B. Hoffman in Los Angeles, California. 

3. In November and December, 1958, defendant Boyer had con- 
versations with James B. Hoffman in Los Angeles, California. 
A. Defendant Boyer in or about December, 1958, travelled to 
Las Vegas, Nevada, to meet with defendant Dalitz. 

5. Defendants Boyer and Dalitz in cr about December, 1958, met 
with J. A. Garcia in Las Vegas, Nevada, and discussed the $50,000 
loan to Turbo-Dynamics. 

6. On or about December 17, 195S, defendants In Los Angeles, 
California, caused Turbo- Dynamics Corporation to issue a 4-month 
note for $50, 000 to Atlantida, S. A. 

7. On or about December 17, 1958, defendant Boyer In Los Angeles. 
California, caused shares of Turbo -Dynamics stock to be placed in 
escrow with him. 

8. On or about April 17, 1959, defendant Boyer while in Los Angeles, 
California, arranged for the $50, 000 loan from Atlantida to be 

■c- extended. 
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9. On or about December, 1958, defendant Boyer while in Los Angeles 
caused Memco Oil Corporation so act as guarantor on the $50, 000 
loan from Atlantida, S. A, to Turbo- Dyna mice Corporation. 

10. On or about November 27, 1963, defendant Boyer in Los Angeles 
falsely told agents of the Internal Revenue Service that he had no part 
in arranging the $50, 000 loan from Atlantida. 

VL Acts were performed in places indicated above, 

XX. Taxable income was required to be reported upon the acquisition of 
the five thousand shares of Turbo -Dynamics Corporation stock in 
1958. The fair market value of the shares upon their receipt in 
December, 1958, should have been reported. That value was approxi- 
mately $15,000.00. 

XXII. The tax basis of the five thousand shares of Turbo- Dynamics 

Corporation stock sold on or about April 17, 1959, is the market 
value of the shares upon their acquisition in December, 1958. That 
value is approximately $15, 000.00. 
XXI II. The tax basis referred to in the preceding question was computed by 
reference to section 1012 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954. This 
section provides that the basis of property is Its cost. The cost of 
stock is the value of property or services given in exchange for it. 
If there is no evidence as to what that value was, then the presumption 
is that it had a value equal to the fair market value of the shares 
received in exchange. 
XXIV. No taxable income was omitted from the 1959 federal income tax return 
of defendant, Morris B. Dalitz, as a result of the conspiracy. 

XXV. No income tax was omitted from the 1959 federal income tax return 
of defendant, Morris B. Dalitz, ss a resOlt of the alleged conspiracy. 
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Bo should have reported a short ten capital loea from the sale of 
the five thousand shares of Turbo-Dynamics stock of approximately 
♦6.12. 

XXVI. Approximately *15,000 of taxable Income wi omitted from the 

1958 federal Income tax return of defendant,, Morris B* Dalita, as 
a result of the alleged conspiracy. 
XXVII. Approximately $6,678.59 of Income tax vaa omlted trm the I958 

federal income tax return of defendant, Harris B. Dalits, as a result 
of the alleged conspiracy. 
XZXVUI. The value of the five thousand shares of Turbo-Dynamics Corporation 
stock which vere the subject of the alleged conspiracy was approxi- 
mately $15,000.00 on October 1, 1953, $15,000.00 on December 16, 
1958, and $15,000.00 on April 17, 1959- 
j XXXI. The Department of Justice is auare of electronic eavesdropping by 
Government agent* ^tf^^^SStl^Kflt^mmm^tftt^mm^^ taking 
place at (d) the executive of rices of Wilbur Clark's Desert Ion. Turn 
Department of Justice is not avare of any eavesdropping by Government 
agents at locations (a), (b) or (c). r (£*^ 
X T XTT . A microphone vaa used by the Tcder^l Bureau of Investigation. 
XXI HI. The microphone vaa in use frca March 22, 19$2, un^il August 15, I963, 
XXXIV. *tte use of the device ws ter=J.natcd by order of S^I's local office in 
las Vogao. 

XXXV. Under Departmental practice in effect for a period of years prior to 
I963 the Director of the FBI vas given the authority to approve the 
Installation of devices such as that in question for intelligence (and 
not evidentiary) purposes vhen required in tho interest of internal 
security or national safety, including organised crime, kidnappings and 
matters wherein human life might be at stake. Acting on the basis of 
the aforementioned Departmental authorization, the Director approved Installs* 
tion of the device involved in the instant case. 
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XXXVI. No specific statute or executive order was relied upon in the installa- 
tion of the listening device in question. Under S U. S. C. 300, the 
Attorney General has the authority to appoint officials for the detection 
and prosecution of crimes against the United States. In carrying out 
this responsibility, Attorneys General have delegated to the Director 
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation the duty to gather intelligence, 
to investigate violations of federal laws, and to collect evidence in 
cases in which the United States is or may be a party. See 28 C. P. R. 
0.85(1966 rev.). 

XXX VH. The device was installed on March 22, 1962. 

XXX Vm. No recordings of any monitored conversations exist today. The assign- 
ment of the various monitoring personnel was to keep a log of their 
hours on duty and to record in the leg the participants in each conversa- 
tion overheard in the executive offices of the Desert Inn as far as they 
could ascertain them and to make a short entry as to the substance of 
those conversations. When a conversation was thought to be of 

significance (or when the monitoring clerk or agent wss In 
doubt as to its significance or was occupied so that he could not himself 

zn monitor the conversation as transmitted over the loudspeaker or ear- 

phones) the monitor would tape record the conversation. At a later 
time, these recordings would be listened to by the agent in charge of 
the investigation who would prepare a summary of the contents of the 
tape (which would often include verbatim transcriptions of certain 
conversations). The tape was then erased. 

Both the logs and the summaries referred to above are in the 
possession of the United States Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit 
in connection with the appeal of United States of America v. Ruby 
Kolod, et al. 



! 
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XXXIX. The following employees of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 

participated in the obtaining and preparation c* the information obtained 

by the use of the electronic device 

Dean El son - Special Agent in Charge* Laa Vegas Office, 

R. Burna Toolson - Special Agent in Charge of the Desert Inn 

investigation who reviewed the logs and tapes 
prepared by the monitors and wrote the summaries. 

Arthur Barrett, Special Agent, Monitor. 

]. L. Dawson, Special Agent. Monitor. 

W. H. Drake, Special Agent. Monitor. 

C. P. Freeman, Special Agent. Monitor. 

D. H. Holland, Specfl Agent. Monitor. 
L. Kinney, Jr. , Special Agent. Monitor. 
J. E. McCloskey, Special Agent, Monitor. 
Robert D. Lee, Special Agent. Monitor. 
W. T, McFaul, Special Agent. Monitor. 
F. R. McGlnty, Special Agent. Monitor. 
M. B. Parker, Special Agent. Monitor. 

C. I. Peterkin, Jr. , Special Agent. Monitor. 
T. J. Reilly, Jr., Special Agent. Monitor. 
J. E. Shedd, Special Agent. Monitor. 
F. G. Schmidt, Special Agent. Monitor. 
L. Fain, Special Agent, Monitor. 
J. C. Kramer, Clark. Monitor. 
J. R. Reidenower, Clerk. Monitor, 
Allen Chamberlain, Clerk. Monitor. 
J. R. Clark, Clerk. Monitor. 
J, R. Dunfee, Clerk. Monitor. 



Information concerning use of a listening device at the Desert Inn 
first came to the attention of theXtepartroewof Jwtice lawyers at 



Information is now a matter of public knowledge having been widely 
publicized as a result of the testimony in United States v. Kolod . 
No flSNLinxoraiatiaa obtained through4NH^r electronic eaves* 
dropping devices was used in the investigation, preparation, or 
presentation of this case. 



the supervisory level on or about 



The 





MAT 1**1 f»iTtOM 

UNITED STATES C ERNMENT 



Memorandum 




Mr. DeLo 

J . H. Gal^k 

MORRIS B. DALITZ 
DESERT INN 

STARDUST HOTEL AND CASINO 
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 

ELI BOYKR 

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA, AND 
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 



date: November 




Departmental attorney L. K. Bailey on 11/14/66 furnished 
the Special Investigative Division an additional three pages 
(attached) of his proposed memorandum prepared in response to an 
order of the court, supplying defendants certain particulars 
requested in defendants' motion* We have previously analyzed the 
Department's answer for this Bill of Particulars and furnished 
our opinion to the Acting Attorney General by memorandum dated 
November 9, 1966. ^ 

The Department stated that they learned during October , 
1964, that listening devices had been used in the Desert Inn. This^ 
is in accordance with information in Bureau files. The Department V> 
also lists the names of six Departmental attorneys who have ( 
received information from this source in report form. The ^ 
Department further states that no information obtained from the ^ 
electronic eavesdropping device was used in instant case concerning 
Dalitz and Boyer. — 

In preparing these additional pages the Department, of Q 
course, is once again not admitting that the Bureau used microphone! 
under the authority of the Attorney General. By Jetter dated ^ 
November 9, 1966, to the Acting Attorney General, the Bureau s£ 
recommended that the pertinent documents reflecting that authority^ 
for microphone coverage came from the Department and the Attorney fi . 
General should be made available to the court in this case just g[ 
as we recommended that they be made available to the Supreme g< 
Court in the Black case. It does not appear, therefore, that oj 

I any point would be served in again raising this question with thegf 
Department since it is apparent they have no intention of & gj 
following our recommendations* 



DeLo 



I 



Mc Andrews 




CONTINUED - OVER 
MER:^:ds.J*|$ V 




Memorandum to Mr. DeLoach 
Re: Morris B. Dalitz 



ACTION: 



There is attached for approval a memorandum to the 
Acting Attorney General advising him that we have reviewed the 
additional three pages forwarded by Lawrence K* Bailey of the 
Tax Division and that the Bureau has no additional comments to 
make other than those set forth in our letter of November 9, 
1966. A copy of our letter of November 9, 1966, to the Acting 
Attorney General is attached for information. 
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Ska reqoeet hare la aaolaar aa to Juat vhat daf oodtotf are 
daoanllag, Ve aaaoe that the flret aentaaea U icteadod to request 
I nf or m ation a* to vhaa Departaeixt of Justice Uvyere learned that 
a intoning dorlce had boeo pOacod la the tfeaart Imu Vo easts* 
alao that the eeeood eeoteoce Intends to cow lnfccmtioa ctoteinad 
through oee ctf the electronic dortce* 

Our fUae refle^/lnfOTr»Uon indicating that a llateniag 
device bad fcoea inuHit tbi Deeart Ina caae to tha attention 
of D e partaa n t of Justice levjrere la October 196k in connection vlth 
a civil proceeding la la* VegM* 

laf carnation, ^Ich It vu later detensinod vae ctoalaod through 
tha uae of tha Hastening davice, vaa contained In repcarta suhmitted 
to the Organised Cxivm airt^i ^ firlalml 
X&viaicwu Moca of thie l aftmn tloo j*rtaiao4 In any nanaer to tha 
traaflactlooa vhlch aro the aubjoct of the ladlctnent la thla oaao. 
There la attached hareto a Hat of thaaa repoorU V date, indicating tha 
data of receipt la tha Organised Crfaa aal Sackatoerlag Section of tha 
Criminal Division (00 * R) and tha naaaa of tha attorney* to vhom 
aacb report *u routed* 



0 


J 




Rpt of 4-9-62 


Rec'd 4-30-62 la OC&R 


James Misslbeck, Louis Scalzo 


Rpt of 5-31-62 


Rec'd 6-18-62 la OC&R 


James Misslbeck* Louis Scalzo 


Rpt of 7-16-62 


Rec'd 7-25-62 In OC&R 


James Misslbeck, Louis Scalzo 


Rpt of 8-10-62 


Rec'd 8-20-62 In OC&R 


James Misslbeck, Louis Scalzo 


Rpt of 9-18-62 


Rec'd 10-3-62 In OC&R 


Louis Scalzo, John Keeney 


Rpt of 10-19-62 


Rec'd 11-7-62 in OC&R 


Herbert Bates, Louis Scalzo 
John Keeney, Dougald McMlllao 


Rpt of 11-26-62 


Rec'd 12-7-62 in OC&R 


>ouis Scalzo, John Keeney 
Herbert Bates 


Rpt of 1-18-63 


Rec'd 2-6-63 in OC&R 


Louis Scalzo, John Keeney 
Philip White 


Rpt of 4-3-63 


Rec'd 4-22-63 in OC&R 


John Keeney, Louis Scalzo 
Philip White, Herbert Bates 


Rpt of 6-19-63 


Rec'd 7-3-63 la OC&R 


Louia Scalzo. John Keeney 
Herbert Bates, Philip White 


Rpt of 8-14-63 


Rec'd 8-22-63 la OC&R 


Louis Scalzo, John Keeney 


Rpt of 9-21-62 


Rec'd 10-4-62 in OC&R 


Louis Scalzo 


Rpt of 12-3-62 


Rec'd 12-13-62 in OC&R 


Louis Scalzo, John Keeney 


Rpt of 3-4-63 


Rec'd 3-15-63 tn OC&R 


John Keeney, Louis Scalzo, 
Philip White 


Rpt of 6-5-63 


Rec'd 6-21-63 in OC&R 


Louis Scalzo, John Keeney 


Rpt of 12-20-62 


Rec'd 1-11-63 la OC&R 


Louis Scalzo, John Keeney 


Apt Of 4-lU*00 




LiUUlo dCalZO, JOOn fvt?CuC/» 

Philip Whire 




€ 



m 
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Bo lafomtlon obtalmA through •iMtroole MYMdroppli* dertcM 
wi u»«d In this o*m. 



'if 




HOfeEIS B. oture 

StASOL'ST HOTEL AO) CA&tXQ 
IAS VECA3, HKVAJA 



I 




sgsles, cALirocifU. ah> 

IAS VEGAS, HEVADA 



L _ 



Thi» is to ac&acvledss receipt of a aoacrcidua 

ira* Pogartwaatal Attorney L. £U Uaiicy of tbe ims Divisioo, 
prepared la rmyoaa* to an order of tfco court eupplyiag 
UolowSeata certaia porttcularo rorrucetcU la cSeXeadaate' 




Tale nics*>randua Lew bcou roviewoi, aad the s^y^ero 
set forth are factually correct as tfcey per tela to tbo 
pocaaaics of the &ureaa*s Rlerepbcee iatftallailoa. 

t suet take eaceptioo to yoxor reepooee co ocoralog 

the authority for uoe of oicrojxboco gurvoiilaacee. Z 
strongly urge taat copies of tho tw»orur.4a relative to toe 
uceeo o2 r.icropLouea be at ta s beJ aa cs&ibite to tae 
Boncu^.Mrji to toe filed before the court* These include tae 
fcccKsrruxiua of farocr Aaaistant Director Courtney A. Jfcraas 
datc-J July 7, li>>X; t**c Basoran»fcai dated August 17, it**l, 
ai^od by iojaaor Atteraey General Robert £enae4y satbcrlaiag 
tLc ure of loosed 11 for ttleropkoaes; the n^ooraw-jBi 
fr^a tJse Bureau to f*i**cr Deputy AUars*y Ccusral Cyron B. 
Civile U&lcJ ?iay 4* 1£J1; e.^ t^e letter £rsa foroei* 
Assietaat Attorney Coaersl Lsrbert J« Killer* Jr., to 
£a£&:ar 5ea J. Err in, jr., dited Way 3d* 1951, copies of 
atilca are attached. 




... : v . 




Aotla* Attorney General 




X bailor* toe Inclusion of the above exhibits as 
aaeats to the aajwraiulua to bo filed till give aa 
ate picture of the autboriaatloo insofar ea the FBI's 
usage of alcropaoaen la concerned, 

toe. <6) 

I • Tao i*jwty Attorney General • too, (6) 

X - nr. M, Vlneoa, Jr. - Eoc. (6) 

Assistant Attorney Geasral 

y 

1 - a>« Kitcbell tosorln - Eac, (5) 
Assistant Attorney General 
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Date: 11/17/66 



Transmit the following in 
AIRTEL 



Via 



(type m plaintext or code) 

AIRMAIL 

(Priority) 



n 



TO: DIRECTOR, FBI ( <fj- 3oCfr) 

FROM ; SAC, LAS VEGAS (92-461) 

M. B.^ALITZ 
AR 

00: LV 



Enclosed herewith for the Bureau find two copies of the government's 
response to the order of the court dated 11/28/66, which was filed 
in Federal Court in Las Vegas in connection with the income tax 
case filed against MORRIS B. DALITZ and ELI BOYER . 

Copies of this memorandum furnished to me by Special Assistant 
USA MICHAEL DE FEO. These copies are being furnished to the 
Bureau in the event the Department did not furnish same to 
Bureau he. 
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Bureau (Enc 
Las Vegas 




DWE: in; 
(4) 



TtNCLOSURE ATTACHED* 



v 



Special W gent in Charge 



Sent 



.M 



Per 
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JOSEPH L. HARD 

United States Attorney 

MICHAEL DeFEO 

Special Assistant United States Attorney 
302 Post Office Building 
Lei Vegas , Nevada 

382-7065 



'RILED 

NOV 161966 

OLIVER F. *RATT, CLERK 
BY „T*PUTY 



XH THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEVADA 

* * * * 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 



Plaintiff, 

v. 

MORRIS B. DALITZ and 
ELI BOYER, 

Defendants. 



Criminal No. 1274 

PLAINTIFF'S MEMORANDUM IN 
RESPONSE TO THE ORDER OF 
THE COURT DATED SEPTEMBER 
28. 1966 



COMES NOW the United States of America, plaintiff herein, 
and In response to the Court f s order of September 28, 1966, 
supplies the following particulars: 

(v) What overt acts were performed In furtherance of the 
conspiracy , other than those stated In the Indictment? 

1. Defendant Boyer In Los Angeles, California, caused 
the assignment of 5,000 shares of Turbo-Dynamics Corporation from 
American Metal Alloys, Inc., to Morris B. Dalit* on or about 
December 17, 1958, falsely dating said assignment as October 1, 1958 , 

2. In November, 1958, defendant Boyer had conversa- 
tions with J. A. Garcia and James B« Hoffman in Los Angeles, 
California. 

3. In November and December, 1958, defendant Boyer 
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had conversation with Jaati B. Hoffman in Los Angeles, California. 

4. Defendant Boyer In or about December, 1958, 
travelled to Las Vegas, Nevada, to meet with defendant Dalit*. 

5. Defendants Boyer and Dalit* in or about December, 
1958, met with J. A. Garcia in Las Vegas, Hevada, and discuss** 
the $50,000 loan to Turbo-Dynamics. 

6. On or about December 17, 1958, defendants in Los 
Angeles, California, caused Turbo-Dynamics Corporation to issue 

a 4-month note for $50,000 to Atlantida, S. A. 

7. On or about December 17, 1958, defendant Boyer 
in Los Angeles, California, caused shares of Turbo -Dynamics stock 
to be placed in escrow with him* 

8. On or about April 17, 1959, defendant Boyer while 
in Los Angeles, California, arranged for the $50,000 loan from 
Atlantida to be extended. 

9. On or about December, 1958, defendant Boyer while 
in Los Angeles caused Memco Oil Corporation to act as guarantor 

on the $50,000 loan from Atlantida, S. A. to Turbo-Dynamics 
Corporation. 

10. On or about November 27, 1963, defendant Boyer 
In Los Angeles falsely told agents of the Internal Revenue Service 
that he had no part in arranging the $50,000 loan from Atlantida. 

(vi) Where and when were those act* performed? 

Acts were performed in places indicated above on 
or about the dates indicated. 

(xx) Was taxable income required to be reported on the 

acquisition of the five thousand shares of Turbo Dynamics Corpora- 
tion stock, i.e. , In 1958? If so, how much? 
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Taxable income wee required to be reported upon the 
acquisition of the five thousand sharee of Turbo-Dynai lea Corpora- 
tion stock in 1958* The fair market value of the shares upon their 
receipt In December, 1958, should have been reported. That value 
was approximately $15,000.00. 

(xxii) What was the tax basis of the five thousand shares 
of Turbo Dynamics Corporation stock sold on or about April 17 f 
1959? 

The tax basis of the five thousand shares of Turbo- 
Dynamics Corporation stock sold on or about April 17, 1959, is 
the market value of the shares upon their acquisition in December, 
1958. That value is approximately $15,000*00* 

(xxlil) Bow was the tax basis referred to in the preceding 
question computed, i.e., based upon what Internal Revenue Code 
Section and theory? 

The tax basis referred to in the preceding question 
was computed by reference to section 1012 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954* This section provides that the basis of property is 
its cost. The cost of stock is the value of property or services 
given in exchange for it. If there is no evidence as to what that 
value was, then the presumption is that it had a value equal to the 
fair market value of the shares received in exchange. 

(xxiv) What amount of taxable Income would be and was 
omitted from the 1959 Federal income tax return of defendant, MORRIS 
B. DALITZ, as a result of the alleged conspiracy? 

No taxable Income was omitted from the 1959 federal 
Income tax return of defendant, MORRIS B. DALITZ, as a result of 
the conspiracy. 
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(xxv) What amount of income tax would be and vat omitted 
from the X959 Federal income tax return of defendant, MORRIS B. 
DALXTZ, at a result of the alleged conspiracy? 

So Income tax was omitted from tbe 1959 federal 
Income tax return of defendant, Morrie B. Dalitz, aa a reeult of 
the alleged conspiracy* He should have reported a short term 
capital loss from the sale of the five thousand shares of Turbo- 
Dynamics stock of approximately $6,12. 

(xxvi) What amount of taxable income would be and was 
omitted from the 1958 Federal income tax return of defendant , 
MORRIS B» DALITZ, as a result of the alleged conspiracy? 

Approximately $15,000 of taxable income was omitted 
from the 1958 federal income tax return of defendant, Morris B. 
Dalit*, as a result of the alleged conspiracy. 

(xxvii) What amount of income tax would be and was omitted 
from the 1958 Federal income tax return of defendant, MORRIS B. 
DALITZ, as a result of the alleged conspiracy? 

Approximately $6,678.59 of income tax was omitted 
from the 1958 federal income tax return of defendant, Morris B. 
Dalitx, as a reault of the alleged conspiracy. 

(xxviii) What was the value of the five thousand shares of 
Turbo Dynamics Corporation stock which were the subject of the 
alleged conspiracy » on: 

(a) October 1, 1958; 

(b) December 16, 1958; 

(c) April 17, 1959? 

The value of the five thousand shares of Turbo- 
Dynamics Corporation stock which were the subject of the allege* 
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conspiracy was approximately $15,000.00 on October 1, 1958, 
$15,000.00 on December 16, 1958, end $15,000.00 on April 17, 1959. 

(ml) Is the Department of Justice, or any office or 
officer thereof, aware of any electronic eavesdropping by any 
Government Agent from January 1, 1958, to the present date, taking 
place at: 

(a) The residence of £11 B0YER; 

(b) The Los Angeles or Las Vegas offices of the 
accounting firm of Zeoan, Teller, Boyer and Goldberg; 

(c) The residence of MORRIS B. DALITZ; or 

(d) Wilbur Clark 9 m Desert Inn? 

The Department of Justice is aware of electronic 
eavesdropping by Government agents from March 22, 1962 to August 
15, 1963, taking place at (d) the executive offices of Wilbur 
Clark's Desert Inn. The Department of Justice Is not aware of any 
eavesdropping by Government agents at locations (a), (b) or (c). 

(xxxli) If the answer to the preceding question, or any part 
thereof, is in the affirmative, what kind of electronic eaves- 
dropping device was used, and by what Government Agency? 

A microphone was used by the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation. 

(zxxiii) If the answer to question xxxi Is in the affirmative, 
state the dates during which electronic eavesdropping devices were 
in use In each place, to the present date. 

The microphone was in use from March 22, 1962, 
until August 15, 1963. 
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(xxxiv) If electronic eavetdropplng devices were in use as 
•t* ted in response to the above questions f end such use his been 
terminated, by whose order we* the eavesdropping terminated? 

The use of the device was terminated by order of 
FBI's local office in Las Vegas. 

(xxxv) What person or persons authorized the use of such 
electronic eavesdropping devices? 

Under Departmental practice in effect for a period 
of years prior to 1963 the Director of the FBI was given the 
authority to approve the installation of devices such as that in 
question for intelligence (and not evidentiary) purposes when 
required in the interest of internal security or national safety , 
including organized crime, kidnappings and matters wherein human 
life might be et stake. Acting on the basis of the aforementioned 
Departmental author iz&t ion, the Director approved installation 
of the device involved in the instant case. 

(xxxvi) What Statute or Executive Order was relied upon in 
authorizing the use of electronic eavesdropping devices? 

No specific statute or executive order was relied 
upon in the installation of the listening device In question. 
Under 5 U.S.C. 300, the Attorney General has the authority to 
appoint officials for the detection and prosecution of crimes 
against the United 6 tares. In carrying out this responsibility, 
Attorneys General have delegated to the Director of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation the duty to gather intelligence, to 
investigate violations of federal laws, and to collect evidence in 
cases in which the United States is or may be a party. See 2* 
C.F.R. 0.85 (1966 rev.). 
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(xxxvii) What 1* the date, or dates, of the installation of 
any electronic eavesdropping device referred to above? 

The device was installed on March 22, 1962. 
(xxxviii) Does a recording, or transcription thereof, of any 
conversation overheard through the use of electronic eavesdropping 
devices now exist? If so, in whose possession is said recording 
or transcription? 

No recordings of any monitored conversations exist 
today* The assignment of the various monitoring personnel was 
to keep a log of their hours on duty and to record in the log the 
participants in each conversation overheard in the executive office i 
of the Desert Inn as far as they could ascertain t h em and to make 
a short entry as to the substance of those conversations. When a 
conversation was thought to be of significance (or when the monitor- 
ing clerk or agent was in doubt as to its significance or was 
occupied so that he could not himself monitor the conversation 
as transmitted over the loudspeaker or earphones) the monitor 
would tape record the conversation. At a later time, these 
recordings would be listened to by the agent in charge of the 
Investigation who would prepare a summary of the contents of the 
tape (which would often include verbatim transcriptions of certain 
conversations). The tape was then erased. 

Both the logs and the summaries referred to above 
are in the possession of the United States Court of Appeals for 
the Tenth Circuit in connection with the appeal of United States 
of America v. Ruby Kolod. et al . 

(xxxix) Who participated in the obtaining and perpetration 
of the information obtained by use of the electronic devices? 
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2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 



I \ 



The following employ*** of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation participated In the obtaining and preparation of 
the information obtained by the use of the electronic device: 
Dean Elaon - Special Agent in Charge 

Las Vegas Office 
R. Burns Toolson - Special Agent in Charge of the 

Desert Inn investigation who reviewed 
the logs and tapes prepared by the 
monitors and wrote the summaries. 
Arthur Barrett, Special Agent. Monitor 
J. L. Dawson, Special Agent. Monitor 
W. H. Drake, Special Agent. Monitor 

C. F. Freeman, Special Agent. Monitor 

D. H. Holland, Special Agent. Monitor 
L. Kinney, Jr., Special Agent. Monitor 
J. E. McCloskey, Special Agent. Monitor 
Robert D. Lee, Special Agent. Monitor 
W. T. McFaul, Special Agent. Monitor 

F. R. McGinty, Special Agent. Monitor 

M. B. Parker, Special Agent. Monitor 

C. I. Peterkin, Jr., Special Agent. Monitor 

T. J. Reilly, Jr., Special Agent. Monitor 

J. E. Shedd, Special Agent. Monitor 

F. G. Schmidt, Special Agent. Monitor 

L. Fain, Special Agent. Monitor 

J. C. Kramer, Clerk. Monitor 

J. R. Reidenower, Clerk. Monitor 

Allen Chamberlain, Clerk. Monitor 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

15 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

I 



J, R. Clark, Clerk. Monitor 
J. R, Dunfee, Clerk. Monitor 

(xl) When did the inform* t ion concerning Che uii of 
electronic eavesdropping devices at those places listed In answer 

to question mi first cose into the hands of any Government lawyer? 
List the names of those lawyers who have had possession, or are now 
in possession of such information. 

The request here is unclear as to just what 
defendants are demanding. We assume that the first sentence is 
intended to request Information as to when Department of Justice 
lawyers learned that a listening device had been placed In the 
Desert Inn. Ve assume also that the second sentence intends to 
cover information obtained through use of the electronic device. 

Our files reflect that information indicating that 
a listening device had been in use at the Desert Inn came to the 
attention of Department of Justice lawyers in October 1964 in 
connection with a civil proceeding in Las Vegas, 

Information, which it was later determined was 
obtained through the use of the listening device, was contained 
in reports submitted to the Organized Crime and Racketeering 
Section of the Criminal Division. Hone of this information 
pertained in any manner to the transactions which are the subject 
of the Indictment in this case. There is attached hereto a list 
of those reports by date, indicating the date of receipt in the 
Organized Crime and Racketeering Section of the Criminal Division 
(OC & R) and the names of the attorneys to whom each report was 
routed. 
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2 
3 
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5 
6 
7 
8 

9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
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ZJ 



Rpt of 4-9-62 RecM 4-30-62 1a OC6* Jcmei Kinlbeck, 

Louis Scalzo 

Rpt of 5-31-62 RecM 6-18-62 in 0C6R Janet Miaslbeck, 

Louis Scalzo 



tpt of 7*16-62 RecM 7-25-62 in OC&R James Misslbeck, 

Louis Scalzo 

Rpt of 8-10-62 RecM 8-20-62 in OC&R James Misslbeck, 

Louis Scalzo 

Rpt of 9-18-62 Rtc'd 10-3-62 in OC&R Louis Scalzo, John Keeney 

Rpt of 10-19-62 Rec'd 11-7-62 in OC&R Herbert Bates, Louis 

Scalzo, John Keeney, 
Dougald McMillan 

Rpt of 11-26-62 RecM 12-7-62 in OC&R Louis Scalzo, John Keeney 

Herbert Bates 

Rpt of 1-18-63 RecM 2-6-63 in OC&R Louis Scalzo, John Keeney 

Philip White 

Ept of 4-3-63 RecM 4-22-63 in OC&R John Keeney, Louis Scalzo 

Philip White, Herbert 
Bates 

Rpt of 6-19-63 RecM 7-3-63 in OC&R Louis Scalzo, John Keeney 

Herbert Bates, Philip Whib 



Rpt 


of 


8-14-63 


RecM 


8-22-63 in OC&R 


Louis Scalzo, 


John Keeney 


Rpt 


of 


9-21-62 


RecM 


10-4-62 in OC&R 


Louis Scalzo 




Ept 


of 


12-3-62 


_ _ . ■ ■ 
itec a 


12-13-62 in OC&R 


Louis Scalzo, 


John Keeney 


Rpt 


of 


3-4-63 


RecM 


3-15-63 in OC&R 


John Keeney, 


Louis Scalzo 



Philip White 

Rpt of 6-5-63 RecM 6-21-63 in OC&R Louis Scalzo, John Keeney 

Rpt of 12-20-62 RecM 1-11-63 in OC&R Louis Scalzo, John Keeney 

Rpt of 4-10-63 RecM 4-25-63 in OC&R Louis Scalzo, John Keeney 

Philip White 

(xll) What use was made of information obtained through 
the use of electronic eavesdropping devices in this case? 
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Ho Information obtained through electronic 
eavesdropping devices was used in this case. 

Respectfully submitted, 



MICHAEL DeFEO 

Special Assistant United States Attorney 
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. UNITED STATES G< CRNMENT 



TO 



Memorandum MM$§ L 

DIRECTOR, FBI (92-3068) 



date: 3/22/67 



subject: 




LEGAT, MEXICO (92-26) (RUC) 

O 

BARNEY DALITZ, aka. 



MORRIS 
AR 



REASON. fSiiur i 
WT£ OF REVIgJy 



Re Mexico City letter, 7/31/64 




\ 



IB (conceAj) f urnisIfNT 



\ 



he folia _ , 
n Acapulc«47?T O^J 



ftblla? developments 



Ei 



For some time past, pressure has been built up 
gambling AcapulcorTrtid, accordigg to the source i 

rnDling- 



, >Qsio permit 

^ -fhis wa& the r^son why captioned subject built a ho; 



ncapulco which would be used in the promotion of gambling- 
nd source believed this was th» reason FfDWl J&NATHR also, 
urchaspd arftoiise in Acapulco# Inters 
ling ir^ tfiat area was promote by DAI 

in the j)a^t *f ew years, been occupied by his divorced wif*^ 
AVE RILE DALITZ , with whom DALITZ still 
SINATRA 



?rest in permitting ggjftb- 
iClTi whose house hiMj* f 





^ <2 - Los Angeles, info) 
fjL«> Iteaico Cityjj^^ 

(7) * ir ** 



: \ Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan 



8h 



W I 



I 



i 
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X 

% 

m 



JltEX 92-2^ 



of the sourcf^the gambling interests from the Ur<*. appeaxt 
to be withdrawing from Aoapulco and will concentrate theiir 
efforts elsewhere, probably in the Miami area or the West ' 

k Information copy to Los Angeles because informa- 
tion herein pertaining to FRANC SINATRA may be of interest 
to that division, v 
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The Acting Attorney General 
Director, FBI 



November 2, 19&6 

1 - Mr. De Loach 
x 1 - Mr. Gale 

A/A>" 1 - Mr. Mc Andrews 

ORGANIZED CHILE AND RACKETEERING 
CASES PENDING IN THE TAX DIVISION 



Reference is trade to Mr. Rogovin's memorandum of 



October 24, 1966, and my memorandum of October 26, 1965. 



-., V'JL 



Hilton Jaffe has never been the subject of any electronic z j 
surveillance conducted by this Bureau. S 

__. On May 8, 19G3, and June 3, 1963, Jaffe participated in 

meetings which were monitored over a microphone located at the 
.Desert Inn, LasJVegas, Nevada. Jaffe was also referred to in the 
conversation of other persons monitored over this microphone on 
rlay 5, 1962, May 21, 1963, July 11, 1963, July 17, 1963, and 
August 7, 1933. This microphone was in operation from March 22, 1962, 
to August 15, 1963. 

Jaffe further participated in a conversation on July 30, 1963, 
which was monitored on a microphone located at the Stardust Hotel, 
Las Vegas, Nevada. This microphone was in operation from 
June 27, 1963, to August 15, 19G3. 

The logs pertaining to the foregoing conversations are 
presently maintained at FBI Headquarters where they are available 
for your review. 



None of this material pertaining to Jjffe was disseminated *r 



/ the .ftfcpfel Revenue Service. ^fj^0_ ^Jg^Z 



. Olson . 



Mom 




1967 



l<i Tha Deputy Attorney General y 

1 r':ZJfi Mitchell Rogovin 
" Assistant Attorney General ■ " 

NOTE: See memo J. H. Gale to De Loach, captioned "Organized Crime 
ind Racketeering Cases^ Pending inthe Tax Division, " 10/28/66, TJErtjm 



Gaudy MAIL ROOM I 1 TELETYPE UNIT U-^S ^, 



Calic an . 
Cor.ro 3 _ 





OfTtOMAl *0*M HO. If 

may it«» mnoN 

OlA MM Ml CMI f«l-n^ 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 

to : Thomas J. McAndrews , DATENovember 14, 1966 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

prom : Fred G. Folsos, Chief 
Criminal Section 

Tax Division, Department of Justice 

subject: MILTON JAFFE 

ORGANIZED CRIME AND RACKETEERING 
CASES PENDING IN THE TAX DIVISION 

This will acknowledge receipt of the following 

logs of pertinence to Jaffe: 

1. Desert Inn; 5/5/62, 5/8/63, 5/21/63, 6/3/63, 
7/11/63, 7/17/63, 8/7/63. 

2. Stardust; 7/30/63. 



November 14, 1966 




Buy U. 



Buy US. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan 



MAT 1*7 iomx 
•sa scf:. wc*, nc. 0 



UNiTSn STATES C ERNMENT 

Memorandum 

Thomas J, Mc Andrews 

Federal Bureau of Invest igKtiou 

William Bittman, Department Attorney 
Criminal Division 



date: November 10, 106G 



CEIPT - VOLUMES PERTAINING TO LAS VEGAS HOTELS 



Receipt is hereby acknowledged of the following volumes 
of logs as set forth: 

(1) Flamingo Hotel - three volumes containing 

serials 1 through 420, file 32-704. / 




(3) Dunes Hotel - three volumes containing 
serials 1 through 5S9, file 92-703. 

(4) Tropicana Hotel - two volumes containing 
serials 1 through 467, file £2-708. 

(5) Stardust Hotel - one volume containing 
serials 1 through 49, file 92-706 . 

(6) Fremont Hotel - two volumes containing 
serials 1 through 231, file S2-739. 

(7) Desert Inn - four volumes containing 
serials 1 through 727, file 92-461. 
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MAR 1 3 ^guUrly ^ jtyntf iV*://^ Flan 




The Aetlng Attorney General 



Durj 

monltoi 
Charge 

from this*mlcropho&e'. 
spartmont building loci 
the jrcsldencs- of 'the Grssn Cables Bancn« 

Co pies of the logs And accompanying transcripts 
pertaining tcfl ft were furnished to you on August 31, 1966. 



t this microphone was 
ad Special Agent in 
ltored and reviewed, tapes 
s monitored in an 
tmm*diftts» vicinity of 





located at the residence of John" Drew", 
336 a of, C^W nBtB , Tas Vegas f t'!Xs£eda, a and conaiBtod of two 
ii»tci^h3fteP¥Hrch were lnsta! 
vtalla tion was made by SAf 
third microphone 

3d, 1961,1' .by these sane Agents. All microphones 
"connected temporarily on March 5, 1963, reactivated 
April 27, 1963, and permanently terminated onJa^5^963. 
The logs and supporting airtels pertaining t<M Bwere 
furnished to yovt on Auguot 25, 1S6G. Tue idejfTfT^^^the 
monitoring personnel is set forth on each log. These logs 
were monitored at the Las Vegas Office and following the 
transcribing of information contained thereon, were erased 
upon the inotructions of the Special Agent in Charge of the 
Las Vegas Office. 

was a wlcrophone~wnTch Was located in the 
Desert Inn hole!, Las Vegas, and was activated on March 22, 
1963, and *«r«<»*±«H August 15, 1963c; This installation was 
made by 8l | ft 

The following individuals monitored this 
installation on dates in which Drew was present or referred tot 

nicctlgm 

and XBTBPT l&VeSligAtive Clerk 
is microphone was monitored at the 






ve 



Although the logs and airtels covering the 
installation at the Desert Xnn have been previously furnished 
to you, copies of the pertinent logs involving Drew will bo 
forwarded to assist your review* 
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The Acting Attorney General. 




ts a microphone locat«& at th* , 
Stardust H5WT^n^Tegia f end warn ia operation iron 
June 27, 1963 1 uj^^^ugus^^A, 1963-* This source was 
Installed by 8k M And was monitored at the 

£Bl Office » LasTJJW^^^^ 

The logs and accompanying alrtels were submitted 
to the Department on August 31, 1966. The names of the 
individuals monitoring these activities are noted on the 
individual logs. Upon the transcribing of conversations 
from the original tape-recordings , each tape was erased 
upon the instructions of the Special Agent in Charge of 
the Las Vegas Office. 

a microphone located in Celano f s 
Lefertian Ai ~ * 

Add was in operation from July 29 , 

IOC 
anc 




Tailor ShoJ^Sl^WWfc Mlctrtffan Avenue. Chicago, Illinois* 
10 G3. This Installati on was made by SAsJj f 





John Drew was present at a convejg^^g^jj^ich 

was monitored on December 12, I960, by SA * 
This information was la ter rev iewed and d! 
an airtel summary by SA i 

The procedure regarding the handling of the 
original tapes on which these conversations wore recorded 
was as follows: The tape was reviewed and the pertinent 
conversations transcribed by one or more employees. 
Following the transcription, these tapes were erased 
upon the orders of the Special Agent in Charge of the 
particular office in which the conversation was taped. 
This procedure was followed in all instances covering 
all conversations concerning Drew. 

A copy of the airtel containing this conversation 
is being furnished to the Bureau and will be delivered to 
the Department upon Its receipt. 
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Tho Actios Attorney Qsaeral 



Each of tho foregoing microphone Installations 
was Installed under the general authority of the Attorney 
General of the United States for tbe express purpose of 
gathering intelligence information on organised crime 
throughout tho United States. 

There follows a list of reports and other 
coauaunlcatlons in which information received froa the 
aforementioned sources was contained. Copies of those 
communications which bavo not been previously furnished to 
the Department are being forwarded to the Bureau and will be 
furnished to you upon their receipt. Those communications 
containing information from these sources are as follows: 
(The date appearing within the parentheses following each 
communication is the date that said communication was 
forwarded to the Department.) 



Report of SAl Boated November 18, 

It Lake City^^oWHHBI^ffllDrmaAion^rom 

This Informant was carried asj 
1960) 





Report of 

1961, at Las Vegas , containing 
covered byfl ft (March 2, 1961) 



Report of SA 
1961 f at Las Vegas, wi 
(November 21, 1961) 



20, 





owl 



dated Febru 
on f 



dated November 7, 
Informants t 



Special summary 
dated March 16, 1962, at Las Vegas, 
informants! (March 22, 1962) 





J 



The Acting Attorney Central 



Report of SA 

at Lee Vegas, containedTo 




_ dated May 25, 1962, 
rnantet (June 6, 1962) 



Report of SA 
at Las Vegas, contain 




dated July 5, 1962, 
ts: (July 11, 1962) 



Report of SA 
at Las Vegas contained 




_„dated August 9, 1962, 
oroants: (August 17, 1962) 




Report of SAfl 
1962, at Las Vegas, coaxal 

< Sop t sober 19, 1962) 




dated Septeabsr 7, 
foments: 



Report of 
at Las Vegas, contain 




Report of SA 
1963, at Las Vegas, con* 
(January 14, 1963) 



at Las 



Report of SA 
Vegas, contains 



m dated October 11, 1932, 
ants: (October 19, 1962) 





dated January 3, 
foments i 




__ dated April 4, 1963, 
rnants*. (April 16, 1963) 



at Las 



at Las 



Report of SA 
Vegas, contained" 




Report of SA 
Vegas , oontaine 



ng 




./dated June 23, 1969. 
foments* (July 5, 1963) 



dated August 29, 1963, 
aatst (September 10, 1963) 



J 



The Acting Attorney General 



Report of SA 
at Laa Vegas, entitled 
Racketeering.** (November 




Report of SA 
at Las Vegas, entitled 
Racketeering.** (May 6, 



!ber^l9, 1962, 




11 26, 1963, 
* Anti- 



Report Of s. 
at Las Vegas, entitle 
Racketeering.'* (July 



Report of 
1961, at Las Vegas, 
Racketeering." (December 1, 




uly 17, 1963, 
*~Anti- 



ber 21, 
Anti- 



Report of SA 
1962, at Las Vegas, enf 
Racketeering**' (February 16, 




d Febr uary 9, 
1 ™~ Anti- 




Report of SAfl ■ dated August 28, 

1961, at Las Vegas, enfTTi3?^555rge^5rdon, aka, Anti- 
Racketeering; Interstate Gambling Activities.** 
(September 12, 1961) 

f 



Report of SAfl Vdnted September 21, 

1901, at Las Vegas, eniffled "Morris Kleinman, aka, Anti- 
Racketeering) Interstate Gambling Activities;" (October 6, 1961) 



! 



The Acting Attorney General 



Report of SAfl P dated August 4, 1961, 

at Chicago, entitled H S3Buel U. Giancaaa, aka, Anti- 
Racketeering.** (August 16, 1961) 



A 256-page memorandum entitled "Samuel M. 
Glancana, aka, Ad ti-Racko tearing," dated August 31, 1962, 
which includes in formation o n John Frank Drew, which 
appears to bo f ro^^%?^ u a page 215. (September 12, 1962) 

It is pointed^u^tha^onecopy of the special 
summary report of BAM Mated March 15, 1962, 

at Las Vegas CBptioneS^^OT^TfBH^Wiw" was furnished to 
the Internal Revenue Service on April 2, 1962, at 
Washington, D, C. 



Being furnished to the Department upon its 
receipt is^^onvof^ateletype dated June 19, 1963, 
captioned aft *ka» et al, Interstate 
Transportation— m — aacr-oi Racketeering - Extortion," 
together with an airtel captioned "Morris Barney Dalits,** 
dated June 25 . 19G3. bo th of which contain information 
received fromB ppertaining to Drew, 

This is to advise that this Bureau never 
conducted any "wiretaps'* on Drew nor any other persons 
with whom he was in contact. 

In connection with Information received pertaining 
to contacts by Drew with any of his attorneys, there will be 
furnished to the Department upon its receipt by this Bureau 
from the Las Vegas Office, a copy of Las Vegas airtel 
captioned "John FrankDrew' , dftted April 10, T962, referring 
to a contact with* m This entry does not appoar 

on any log. Also ToTeTflWTsTJed is the log for May 17, 18G2, 
covering* the microphone at Drew*s residence, as well as the 
airtel captioned **Jonn Frank Drew** dated May 21, 1962, which 
setsforthinformation pertaining to the conversations between 
Dre^l m The foregoing conversations between Drew 

recorded on the microphone located str Dre**^ 
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The Acting Attorney General 

With the exception of the report of SA 
if erred to previously , no other materia 
has been disseminated to the Internal Bsvenue 
Service* 

Concerning the defendant v s request for the 
Inspection and review of detailed Information pertaining 
to electronic surveillance coverage of his activities , it 
is pointed out that in similar cases in other Federal 
Districts it has been acceptable for the Government to 
Stipulate that such coverage was effected through trespass; 
thereby negating the introduction of said dot ails into the 
record as they are not germane to the issue. It is 
strongly urged that the Department consider a similar stipulation 
in this matter. 

Your attention Is directed to the fact that in 
the reports referred to heretofore , which contain 
information of pertinence to Drew received from electronic 
devices, there is also present information received from 
live informants* While the identities of these persons 
are covered by T- symbols, it wouicTnot be difficult for a 
person familiar with the circumstances and activities 
reported, when reviewing these reports, to, in many 
instances, identify the informants furnishing the information 
70 allow this to happen would place the lives of these 
informants in extreme jeopardy. 

The Department is strongly urged to excerpt from 
these reports' that Information which was received from 
electronic devices and furnish only these excerpts to the 
de*aM». It is further requested that this procedure be 
used in regard to other communications such as airtels and/ 
memoranda being furnished la this case* 

you are requested to advise this Bureau of your 
final determination in this matter prior to the submission 
of any material to defendant* 

1 - The Deputy Attorney General 

1 - Mr. Mitchell Eogovin 

Assistant Attorney General 
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The Acting Attorney General 



NOTE; The caption on the letter to the Acting Attorney 
General 18 that used on their request to us. We have 
carried Drew as John Frank Drew as it appears on memo. 

On 1/12/67 Judge Roger Foley of the United States 
District Court in Las Vegas granted the defendant's notion 
to discover and inspect all of the material concerning 
defendant obtained through electronic surveillance 
coverage. Host of the material in the Drew case was 
furnished to the Departme nt in August of 
logs and airtels covering _ 
which sources primarily coi 
Foley's order was much broader in scope and required a 
more thorough review of our electronic coverage of Drew, 
Las Vegas, Office of Origin in this case, after conducting 
an initial review, set out leads to 41 field divisions 
requiring intensive review of their files in this case. 
Prior to completion of its review, Las Vegas found it 
necessary to set out leads to 10 additional offices to 
fulfill the request of the Court. As a result of their 
reviews, Chicago, Salt Lake City, New Orleans, Jackson 
and New York set out additional reviews. Upon submission 
of this letter to the Acting Attorney General and the 
documents that are being forwarded to the Bureau (now 
in the Bureau's possession and to be forwarded immediately), 
the Department will be in possession of all material 
necessary to fulfill the court order. 
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TO 



»*t »»«) imuo* 



•« UNI TED STATES GO\ NMENT 

1 

. Memorandum 



Thomas J. Mc Andrews 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 



date: February 23, 1967 



from : Charles McNeils 

Departmental Attorney, Tax Division 
Department of Justice 
subject: JOIIH FRANK DREW 
RECEIPT 



This is to acknowledge receipt for copies of the 
following material: 




1. 



3. 



4. 



5. 



6 




7. 



8. 



One Las Vegas airtel captioned "John Frank 
Drew" dated 4/10/62 (LV 92-21, Sub 1-42) 

One log of 5/17/62 for) 
(LV 92-21, Sub 2-325) 

One Las Vegas airtel captioned "John Frank 
Drew" dated 5/21/62 (LV* 92-21, Sub 1-48) 

O ne L as Veeas airte l captioned 
dated 6/7/62 ~* 



One Las Vegas airtel cactio 
lated 9/11/62 





Seven logs froinj 

11/7/62 
1/8/63 
3/6/63 
4/8/63 
5/20/63 
5/21/63 
6/19/63 



fdated as follows: 

(LV 92-461, Sub 2-315) 

(LV 92-461, Sub 2-398) 

(LV 92-461, Sub 2-478) 

(LV 92-461, Sub 2-526) 

(LV 92-461, Sub 2-589) 

(LV 92-461, Sub 2-593) 

(LV 92-461, Sub 2-632) 




One teletype captioned 
ITAR - Extortion" dated 
(LV 92-461, Sub 1-84) 



One Las Vegas airtel captioned "Morris Barney 
Dalitz" dated 6/25/63 (LV 92-461, Sub 1-85) 




QfCLOSHHE 




Buy US. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan 



